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ABSTRACT 

Statisical data provide a basis for policy decisions 
about rural development in New York and include information on 
demography, industrial base, socioeconomic attainment, and personal 
well-being over a 30-year period. Four census periods are covered 
(1950, 1960, 1970, and 1980) as well as six county types, two 
metropolitan types (upstate and downstate) and four rural types (with 
extensive, considerable, moderate, and limited urban influences). The 
most overarching finding is that "metropolitanization" of rural 
counties is taking place through the decentralized operations of 
metropolitan-based institutions in rural counties, and through rura" 
people commuting to metropolitan counties for employment. From data 
on population, employment, income, mortality, marital status, etc., 
these trends are identified: private and public services will 
increasingly form New York's economic base; rural localities lag in 
income, af fluency, education, and employment; deprivation in these 
forms has had negative effects on personal well-being in rural areas; 
and metropolitan-based institutions dominate the control, management, 
and planning functions of rural people and localities. To address 
these inequities, it is recommended that policymakers increase 
investments in rural localities, stress their self-sufficiency, and 
increase rural expertise in management, control, and planning. 
Appendices present detailed data and summaries; data sources are 
included. (MM) 
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The Legislative Onnissioa oa Sural Resources mis estab- 
lished by Chapter 428 of the Laits of 1982, and began its work in 
February 1983. A bipartisan cooKission, its purpose is to pro- 
oote a state-level focus simI avenue for rural affairs policy and 
progrra developoent in New York State. 

The cooaisslon provides state legislators irith a unique 
capability and perspective from which to anticipate and approach 
large-scale probleos and opportunities for tte state's rural 
areas. It seeks to aaplify the efforts of others Interested in 
such policy areas as agriculture; bttsiness, econraiic developoent, 
and enploynent; govamaent and sanageaent; cmvirofuaent , land use, 
and natural resources; transportation; housing, cooBunity facili- 
ties, and renewal; cooMinlty life; and health care. 

In order to obtain a clearer picture of problens and oppor- 
tunities, the covanlsslon Invited people to Informal discussions 
at a Statewide Rural Developaent Syaposltna, held October 5-7, 
1983. The sysposius was the first such effort in the state or 
nation. Workshop participants undertook in-depth exaMlnatlons 
of key policy areas the ccwnisslon believed were critical to the 
state's future rural developaent. The purpose of the syaposlini 
and of the public hearings that followed was to catalog the 
strengths of rural New York, to define its problems, and to 
establish goals for the next two decades. 

This publication constitutes the Joint efforts of the cob- 
mission and researchers at Cornell ttniverslty. It was initiated 
because of the general lack of Infomational resources available 
to public policy leaders that could provide a coaprehenslve view 
of trends underlying the strengths and problems that help shape 
the quality of life in New York State. 

Professor Paul R. Eberts, of the Departaent of Rural Soci- 
ology at Cornell University, and author of this report, is to be 
conaended for undertaking this aonuaenral effort on behalf of the 
cc^lsslon. A review of the literature shows this study to be 
one of the first of Its kind - done in this state or anywhere 
else. The report helps fill a significant void in the availa- 
bility of infornation on rural New York for use by pollcyisakers 
everywhere. 




Those iriio use this re|K>rt are urgently invited to partici*- 
pace in tte statewlite discussion process being coordinated by the 
cooBlssion that will help guide rural Mew York into the 21st 
century. The reader's support, dlsagreoaent » or coanentary on 
specific points contained in this docuaent is Invited and will 
have a strong influence oa the final outcone of the connission's 
work. 



SENATOR CHARLES D. COOK 
Chainsan. Legislative Cooaission 
on Rural Resources 
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Intvodoctioa 



If we would first know where we are and whither 
we are tending, then we could better tell where 
we want to go and hsnt to get there* 

— ^AbrahWB Lincoln 



lafocMtloa needed by poUcywkers. Effective policy- 
makers require three kinds of Information In support of 
their decision eaklng— first, Infonaatlon to clarify the 
goals they wish to uphold and achieve; second, Inforwatlon 
on trends In Important societal and socioeconomic factors 
affecting these goals; and third. Information on the causal 
policy strategies for achieving their goals In the light of 
current trends. 

First, policymakers need clarity regarding the goals 
they wish to achieve. Certain of these goals form the very 
basis of our kind of government and are set down in our 
founding documents— liberty, equality, democracy. Justice, 
support for individual inftiatlve and dignity, and for peo- 
ple most in need, and so forth. But because we have so many 
institutions in our society to deal with and uphold these 
goals, and because some aspects of these goals are heavily 
influenced by certain other social factors, it is not always 
easy to rank-order the goals policymakers seek to «phfW' 
The rank-ordering of these goals varies for any given his- 
torical period. Thus, policymakers must often expend extra- 
ordinary effort simply to relate any given policy to the 
array of basic goals they wish to uphold. These kinds of 
activities are part and parcel of various aspects of the 
political process— everything from wheeling and dealing in 
the legislative bargaining process to campaigning and elec- 
tioneering with the general public. It is in such political 
processes as these that clarity in the general rank-ordering 
of these goals is achieved* 

Second, policymakers require information on trends 
in the major indicators of the goals which they value most 
highly, and on trends in the major causal factors which 
cause changes In these things, processes, and conditions 
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they Bost value. It was for identifying such trends that 
Lincoln sensed a need for inforsation. Upon receiving 
knowledge of such trends, policymakers adjust their policies 
in order to achieve their overall goals. The bulk of this 
report will deal with identifying and understanding these 
trends, and how they generally impact on certain goals and 
policies* 

Policymakers also need a third sort of information — 
namely, clarity on the ways in which changes in current 
policies can effectively Influence either the causal factors 
of the things they most value or the valuable things them- 
selves so that, ultimately, their goals are achieved. The 
nature of policy*-relevant causal wxtels — as social scien- 
tists call them — is not always self-evident to analysts or 
policymakers. These models should be ecplldt on how vari- 
ous social factors affect each other, are affected by gov- 
ernment policies, and affect the goals of policymakers. 

For instance, most people probably agree that to keep 
unemployment low is a good thing. At the very least, unem- 
ployed people often find it very difficult to achieve human 
dignity. High unemployment violates one of the overarching 
values of our society — most people believe that human dig- 
nity is a good thing. But the public policies which produce 
lower unemployment rates themselves are not self-evl(tent . 
Usually analysts agree that greater government Investments 
in the economy are necessary. But the nature of such in- 
vestments—for Instance, whether in roads and infrastruc- 
ture, or in suteidles for certain Intsinesses, or in reduced 
taxes, and so forth— is not always self-evident In terms of 
comparative effects. Indeed, argiments ab<mt the causal 
factors which produce lower unemployront rates represent 
some of the major issues between political parties. Legis- 
lators are often elected to office an the basis of their 
ability to convince their constituencies that one model is 
more effective than another in achieving certain basic 
goals. In any case, clarity in empirically supported, docu- 
mented, and policy-relevant causal models which interrelate 
major causal factors, achievable goals, and potential chang- 
es in public policies is also necessary for effective pol- 
icymakers. 

Vocms of this report. Of these three kinds of policy- 
relevant information, this report focuses prlasrily on 
trends in some of the major indicators of goals and their 
presumed caussl factors. It will deal with the other two 
types of important information only in a limited way. 
Knowledge of these trends, as Lincoln sensed and as noted 
above, is fundamental for effective policymaking. As noted 
above, the goals- and «>del-related information bases are 
often foranilated in response to the trends, and established 
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«roagh political prograas. The trends oa the aoat iapor- 
tant Indicators of the values—t>r of factors (often socio- 
econonlc) uhlch caoaally affect these values— exist indepen- 
dently froBi any given political progras and constantly 
inpinge on these prograu. Such trend analyses are neces- 
sary information ingredients for Baking appropriate adjust- 
■ents^ln political prograas* as Uncoln laplied, in order to 
aore fully achieve the goals for which legislators were 
elected. It is these trends, on over thirty basic social 
indicators, which will be exaidned below. 



Overview of social disaffBa ia Mm Yocli. Hew York 
State is clearly undergoing nnaeroos social changes, both 
large and sasll, and aany of these changes have occurred 
relatively rapidly. For instance, every county in the state 
now has well over haU of its work force engaged in service 
industries rather than aanufacturing and agriculture In- 
deed, the five boroughs (counties) of Hew York City, and 
most of their surrounding counties, as well as Albany and 
Toapkins Counties upstate, have between 80 and 90 percent of 
their work forces in the tertiary-service sector- A great 
diany wore, including even Haailton County in the aiddle of 
the Adirondack Mountains, have over 70 percent of their work 
forces in the service sector. Hearly every county shows 
growth in this sector and decline in the aanufacturing and 
agricultural sectors froa the standpoint of percentages of 
work forces eaployed. 

In aany of the rural counties, the changes since 1950 
have been draaatic. In thirty-five of New York*8 forty-four 
rural counties in 1950, aore than 40 percent of the work 
force was engaged in a coabination of agriculture and aanu- 
facturing. By 1980, just thirty years later, only nine of 
chose thirty-five counties had at least this level of agri- 
culture and aanufacturing. Moat of the changes occurred due 
to losses in the agricultural sector, but the aanufacturing 
sector was also not iwune to losses. The service indus- 
tries—retail and wholesale trade, education, and health 
being the largest— now generate 65 to 90 percent of the 
eaployaent in aore than two-thirds of New York counties. 

These changes, then, have occurred quickly and are of 
such aagnltude that policyaakers often find it difficult to 
chart a realistic cours** of responses. On indicators such 
as these, as well as on a nuaber of others, Lincoln's dictua 
reaalns laportant. Just where are we tending? Where do we 
want to go? And how aust we adjust current trends so as to 
get where we want to go? 

Basis of the stody. This report centers prlaarlly 
on the first of these questions: where are we tending? 
During 1983-1984, the New York Legislature's Coaalsslon on 
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Rural Resources, a bipartisan eftovt. Is assessing these 
trends and developing goal stateaents for rural New York In 
a mmbev of Issue areas. Reported here are data on repre- 
sentative trends relevant to the goal statenents. The study 
Is based primarily on data fro« the U.S. Bureau of the Cen- 
sus and other govemaent agencies, largely because of the 
relative convenience In aaasslng such data. A conplete 
listing of data sources Is given In appendix D. Uniting 
the study to these data sources precludes dealing with cer- 
tain Issues such as quality of the physical environment. 
More extensive data are obviously necessary In order to aove 
to comprehensive goal statements, still, It Is valuable to 
bring together some representative socioeconomic trends In a 
single document. An early draft of this report was develop- 
ed specifically for use by participants at the first State- 
wide Legislative Symposium on Rural Development, October 
5-7, 1983, sponsored by the Commission on Rural Resources. 

■atore of the Indicators im the mtody. Certain Indi- 
cators are considered basic for understanding social change 
In localities. Ife have already noted the relevance of eco- 
nomic base and Industrial structure. In addition, changes 
In demographic structure — population size, density, and 
age-sex distributions— are also fundamental to locality 
analysis. Together, the Industrial and demographic indica- 
tors describe In general the people in a locality and what 
they do. 

Also Important for understanding social change Is to 
know what people have achieved and how they are likely to 
feel about things. These elements were examined in terms of 
the Income and educational levels of people in the various 
types of counties, and In terms of some common indicators of 
personal and social well-being, including levels of marital 
disruption, suicide, and homicide. 

Organizatloo of the report. Reflecting the four gen- 
eral kinds of indicators, this report contains four substan- 
tive sections — on demography, industrial base, socioeconomic 
attainment, and personal well-being. The data are presented 
In trend-line graphs for six different types of counties and 
for the four census periods, 1950, i960, 1970, and 1980. 
Data for each of the trend-line graphs are also presented in 
table form in appendix A, while data for individual counties 
are reported in appendix B. Trend-line graphs for the dif- 
ferent groupings of counties permit almost Instant > recogni- 
tion of whether a trend is increasing or decreasing, and 
whether the gap between rural and metropolitan counties is 
widening or narrowing. From such formulations, it is easier 
to assess some of the prospects and problems of rural coun- 
ties. 

Rural and metropolitan counties are aggregated into 
six sets in the analysis to permit easier comparison of the 
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trends* Two seta of BetropoUtan counties are identified — 
the downstate and upstate— and four sets of rural counties* 
depending upon tiMi extent of urtwn influence on thna. The 
aap at thet beginning of this report i<tentifie8 the six dif- 
ferent coutttf types. The rationale for the groupings Is 
presented in detail in the next section. Presenting trend- 
lines of groups of reasonably similar counties, rattier than 
those of each cmmty separately, reduces the effects unique 
to each county* but shone the general progress of each in- 
dicator over tine. 

This analysis underscores the great diversity that 
exists within the state overall, as well as within and 
between its rural and netropolitan areas. Certainly there 
are important differences between the North Country and its 
problems and opportunities compared to Central New York, 
just as there are between Buffalo and New York City. Only 
by recognising and tmderstanding such differences and their 
dynamics can sound public policy be developed. The general 
trend->pattem8 aoKmg the indicators for such localities can 
tell us where they are going, and whether they are going in 
desirable directions. 

An imporant perspective throughout Jthis report is 
predicated on the underlying principle that rural areas In 
New York represent major altematiws to urban living. 
Along with general trends in the United States as a whole 
from 1970 to 1980, rural counties in New York also grew 
faster than the metropolitan. Indeed, between 1970 and 1980 
cumulative effects on po|Milation In metropolitan counties 
showed a marked decline while the vast majority of rural' 
counties continued their ste«iy population Increass. Sww 
of this rural growth is due to metropolitan New Yorkers 
moving into rural areas. Joining the three millioa or so 
people already living there. Such people apparently find 
living in more open spaces and among rural institutions more 
satisfying than living in their urban counterparts. These 
three million people represent a population total larger 
than is found in 25 other states. For many people, then, 
rural living is a major alternative to urban living. Thus, 
it is important to preserve and enhance the quality of life 
In rural New York, and to analyse the progress of t.rends In 
socioeconomic and well-being Indicators as a first step in 
this enhancement. The patterns in these trends te:.l us not 
only where we are going, but whether they are taking us 
toward places we want^to go. 

The major thrust of this report is to understand how 
the more rural counties in New York differ from the more 
metropolitan counties on basic social Indicators in order to 
Illuminate the problems, prospects, and potential policy 
Issues the state faces now and In the future. As several 
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coRnentators have pointed «at, it la too late to change very 
ouch in the present. Bat it is not too late to plan for the 
future • The tventy-flrst century Is fast approaching. Only 
fifteen short years separate as item it. What directions 
are Mew York State's rural counties aoving inT Are these 
the directions ife would choose? Which trends night we want 
to wodlfy? Supplant? Beinforce? 

Sectiim I explains how the counties were grmtped, and 
why. The following four sections present the four basic 
kinds of data» in trend-line graphs, for each of the county 



froa the stwly, and soae reflections on iaplicatims for 
state goals and policies. 



types. 



The final sections 
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I. A 1>poloKf of Nnf Tocfc State GomiCiea 



Before rural and sietropolltan localities can be coo- 
pered » a Iwsia for distli^ttisbing rural froa Metropolitan 
counties Mist be eetablislied* At one level, the distinction 
is very easy. New York City is certainly netropolitan; Baor 
11 ton County, in the niddle of the Adirondacks, Is certainly 
rural. "Borderline" counties present a problea, however. 
For Instance, is Dutchess Coimty, with nearly half (43.3 
percent) of its quarter-Billion populatim living in non- 
urban places of less than 2,500 people, a rural county, an 
urban county, or a metropolitan county with a part-rural 
popttlati<m? 

Obviously, in order to resolve such issues, soae cri- 
teria Bust be establisted. The selection of criteria is a 
Batter of judgaent bas^ in part oa one's experiences with 
such issues. Different people can always think of objec- 
tions to any particular criteria, or would like to substi- 
tute those deeaed Bore iBportant. Analytically, the goal of 
a typology is to OBphasise differences between localities 
when in fact such differences are really found. "Better" 
criteria are those that sharpen the differences between the 
Bore rural and Bore aetropolitan counties, if indeed such 
differences really exist between then- 
Criteria for typological groopinga. In general, a 
typology of counties constructed in a research study should 
aeet five criteria. The typology should: 

1. create groupings of counties which will present 
statistical differences between the groupings on a 
set of iaportant indicators (in this case It is 
also hoped that these differences «rlll have soto 
relevance to policy alternatives for the state as 
a whole); 

2. be as objective (and nonpejoratlve) as possible 
about which counties are assigned to each group- 
ing*. 

3. have Bome counties froa every part of the state in 
each grouping (a Bethodologlcal requireaent); 



ERIC 



7 

22 



8 



4. produce approxiascely equal nuoibers ot cases la 
each grouping within the typology (another oMthod- 
ologlcal requirercnt); 

5. group sinilar coundea, even if eofse "borderline" 
counties resain anbiguoua regarding which grouping 
is really nost appropriate for then. 

Wetropolitaa couati— ■ One obvious criceri<m separat- 
ing New York State counties Is population Bize, with its 
correlate of population density. Even using population siae 
as a major criterion* however* does not specify where the 
breakpoint tatween metropolitan and rural should occur. In 
1970, the U.S* census nade the break, arbitrarily, ao that a 
county with 100,000 or sore in total population, and con- 
taining a city of 50,000 or oore, was considered the central 
netropolltan county. By these criteria, however, a county 
like Suffolk (with 1.28 million people) would not be classi- 
fied as a central Mtropollt«i county because it has no 
central city of 50,000 or s»re, even though it does have 
towns seven tines that large. It would instead be daaaed a 
netropolltan ring county* 

In this report, no distinction is drawn between cen- 
tral and ring metropolitan counties; both are simply classed 
as metropolitan. A breakpoint of 200,000 in coimty popula- 
tion is used for separating netropolltan from nonmetropoll- 
tan (or rural) counties. Counties with more than 200,000 in 
population are considered here to be metropolitan, and those 
with less are considered rural. Such a classification makes 
Brooae County, with 213,648 total population, the smallest 
metropolitan county* The next largest county is Ulster, 
with 158,158 people in 1980, which is classified as non- 
metropolitan (or rural). The difference of over 50,000 
people between Broome and Ulster counties makes tha 2(K),(X)0 
breakpoint a convenient oim— very few cotmties are likely to 
grow so much or decline so mi^h as to be "torderline" on 
this critericm in the next decade. By this foratlatlmi, 
eighteen New Tork counties are metropolitan «id forty-four 
are rural. 

Table 1 presents some basic data for these counties. 
It shows that tiro counties, IHttchess and Orange, might be 
possible exceptions to this forvwlation* They each have a 
total population of atound 250,000, they are nearly 45 per- 
cent nonurban, and the largest city in each has less than 
30,000 people. Rather than make exceptions for them, how- 
ever, we can introduce another criterion, dividing the 
metropolitan counties by the percentage of rural (or non- 
urban) population — that is, the percentage of people who do 
not live In places of 2,500 or more people. It so happens 
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Table 1. MetropoliCan CoastlM In »W York State, ClMslfled According to 
PopvXntioa Site end Percent terel (itewgrbeii), 1960 

Type I, Metrepolitaii - Dowmtete - Vastly Orbea 

Popttletloa of 



Cotmty 


POfmlatlon 
Sise 


tarceatage 

CMMtttinO* 


Percentage 
lUiral** 


Brrax 
Kings 
Nassau 


1,168,972 
2,230,936 
1,321,582 


17.6 
44.2 
35.9 


00.0 
00.0 
00.3 


New York 
Queens 
Rielnond 
Rockland 


1,428,285 
1,891,325 
352,121 
259,530 


10.5 
52.5 
46.4 
27.5 


00.0 
00.0 
00.0 
1.2 


Suffolk 


1,284,231 


27.6 


3.7 


Ifestchester 


866,599 


25.0 


5.2 



Largest City 

(Brcmx) 
(Kings) 

57,045 
(Uvittown) 
(Mew York) 
(QneMs) 

(RichSKNld) 

35,859 
(Mew City) 

44,321 
(Brentwood) 

195,351 
(Yimkers) 



Type 2. Metropolitan - Opstate Area - Partly Kural 



Albany 


285,909 


10.7 


13.8 


101,727 
(Albany) 








Brooae 


213,648 


5.1 


26.7 


55,860 








(Binghasiton) 


Dutchess 


245,055 


12.6 


43.3 


29,757 

(Pottghkeepsie) 






Erie 


1,015,472 


3.9 


11.5 


357,870 
(Buffalo) 








Monroe 


702,238 


1.9 


11.8 


241,741 
(Rochester) 






Niagara 


227,354 


17.6 


28.1 


71,384 








(Niagara Palls) 


Oneida 


253,466 


5.8 


36.7 


75,632 








(Utica) 


Onondaga 


463,920 


3.4 


17.6 


170,105 
(Syracuse) 








Orange 


259,603 


16.8 


43.3 


23,438 
(Newburgh) 









* Percent Consaiting is here defined aa the percentage of the labor force 

which works outside the county of residence. 
** Percent Rural is here defined as the percentage of the population which 
lives In places of less than 25(X> people. 
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that. If the eighteen oetropolitan counties (those with sore 
than 200,000 people) are divided Into those trlth tsore than 
10 percent nonurban and those with less than 10 percent non- 
urboi, then nine coancles fall Into each grouping. More- 
over, the nine which have less than 10 percent of their 
population living In rural places are all in the New York 
City area, while the reaalnlng are farther upstate. 

Table 1 groups the oetropolitan counties Into these 
two types, and gives statistics on their population size, 
percentage of rural population, percentage of population 
that comutes outside the county for work, and the popula- 
tion slee of the largest place In the cmtnty. A aaaber of 
differences are obvious aaong these counties. The downstate 
oetropolitan counties (type 1) havo. larger populations, have 
■ore of their labor forces coeoButlng outside their county of 
residence for work, and have aany fewer people classified as 
rural than the upstate oetropolitan counties (type 2). 

Beral mmmtlm* The remaining forty-four counties in 
New York State are consittered nonoetropolltan or rural. 
These counties obviously have degrees of "ruralness" (or 
"urbanness") • S<me of then — such as Schenectady — are cer- 
tainly very urban and close to being natropolltan. Schenec- 
tady has 89.1 percent of Its nearly 130,000 people living in 
places with aore than 2,500 persons; It has a large center 
of 68,000 people and nearly 25 percent of its labor force 
cooDMites outside the county for enploynent. But its total 
population of 149,946 makes It ccmslderably smaller than the 
200,000 breakpoint for being metropolitan. 

Three criteria were suggested above for subdividing 
the forty-four rural counties : the extent to which people 
are rural In the counties (that is, live in placee of lees 
than 2,500 {Mople), tt« alee of the largest place In the 
counties, and thm extent to which people in ttm counties 
conmite outside their county for employment (presumably to 
places larger than where they live). Bach of these criteria 
Is reaaimable aa an Indicator of ruralneas or urbannese for 
the nonmetropolitan counties. However, only two of these 
three criteria place the ciHmties in groupings i^re they 
are most similar to each otl^r within the grouping but most 
different between groupings. These two criteria are the 
percentage of people in the counties irtio commute outside for 
emplosrment, and the sixe of the largest place in the coun- 
ties. The latter is an Important criterion because the slxe 
of ttm largest place In a county often defines the general 
social, political, and economic character of a county In a 
"more urban" or "more rural" way. Table 2 presents the sets 
of counties grouped according to these two criteria. 
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Tprfc Suits loral Comttm Bm 


Ml on Bittmt of Ufbmi 




sua of Urgwt flM in Cotmcy 
(lOpOOO or More Per»oM) 

/ \ 

Ritfttr UMr 
tbm 10,000 cliA 10,000 


^ or 

Percmtmgft 
of Work 
Force Vblch 


3^ BttoMlw Drtaft laf lowcp 

C4iyv^ Ottterio 
Folcoo OmmWQ 
GoQMM Willi ooliiir 
HaMMoa :3«rstog« 
MotttfoMcy Schmoctedy 

(H • 11) 


5* Modooite Or^ lof luoce 

Coliflri^ia SdMiterlo 
Grmmm S^Kflor 
HMlltoii SoMca 
HMkiMr Tioga 
Livtetston llMhiastoo 
Orlaa&i HJroolas 
PittMfi Tataa 
(1 - 14) 


Comutmm 
OitCsUo 

Covmtf of 

for Enplosrsmt ^ Loiwr 

or 

lOM) 


4. Cooiider^lo Orb«a 

IttflttMCO 

OiMtMfm St. LwriMo 
niiiiig Sti^M 
Cltetoo ToopklM 
CortUmI Uliter 
Joffortoii Uirrw 
(» - 12) 


6. Uttltod Vthm InfliioKa 

Allignsr Eii«K 
nT*TtP-y* franUio 
Klalarari Loria 
SttXllvas 

(H - 7) 




(V - 23) 


(H - 21) 



C»-25) 



(»- W) 



local 
R-44 



nrrbaa inflwmce U de£l>ed ber« «• a fuactioa of sis* of UrgMt naicl^lity la a 
county and Ch« |H>rcctica«e of cbe cotmty's vork force wbtcli coamitwi ouuiito tb« 
cowaty for eaployaeat p ^ ' 
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Table 2 la constructed hf cross-^claselfyiag the ti#o 
criterion variables of percentage CM«sting and slse of a 
county's largest place # The breakpoint closest to the iKdi- 
an for percentage of the work force conmitlng vas greater or 
less than 20 percent; the breakpoint closest to the Median 
for size of a county's largest place was greater or less 
than 10,000 population. Such a cross-classification produc- 
es the four groupings of counties shown In table 2. These 
rural counties have tlie following designations: 

Type 3. Rural counties under extensive urbm influ- 
ence (higher comuting, larger urban place in 
then); 

Type 4. Rural cmmties under considerable urban 
infltMnce (lower CMBUting, larger urban 
place in thes); 

Type 5m Rural counties under aoderate urban influence 
( higter costtut ing , swal le r urban place in 
tti^n); 

Type 6» Rural counties under limited urban influence 
(lower comiting, ssaller urban place in 
them) • 

Unfortunately, such breakpoints do not produce the 
ideal of equal nuid>ers in each grouping of the typology* 
The last grouping has only seven counties in it* Still, the 
other indicators of ruralness in table 3 show that these 
seven counties are reasonably lH>«>geneous, and certainly 
quite different from counties in any other grmiping. None 
of the counties in any of the groupings could be moved into 
other groupings with any easy Justification as to the degree 
of urbanness or ruralness* 

The six ■etn^Utra-mral typological grompln^* It 

Is clear that the groupings of counties in tables 1, 2, and 
3 produce a maximum of homogeneity for counties within each 
grouping, and a maximum of heterogeneity between the group- 
ings on tlm indicators in the tables* Moreover, this set 
of groupings places counties from each part of the state 
in every grouping — urban Influences extend throughout the 
state* Differences in these tsrpes, therefore, should be 
found on a variety of indicators regarding demography » 
industrial base, socioeconomic distributions, and personal 
well-being in these localities* 
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Tim graphs and tables in this report demonstrate the 
eictent to ifhlch such differences are found • In each graph, 
the six types of counties dei^loped here will be exasilned. 
County types are labeled as follows and designated by nuvber 
on the sap on p* xiiit and in each graph: 

Type Im Downstate aetropolitan counties~(I>own 
Metro); 

Type 2m Ufwtate netro|K>lltan count les~(Up Metro); 

Type 3. Rural counties under extensive urban influ- 
ence — (Ext Urb Infl); 

Type 4. Rural counties under considerable urban 
influence~(Cons Urb Infl); 

Type 5. Rural counties under moderate urban influ-* 
ence— (Mod Orb Infl); 

Type 6. Rural counties under limited urban influ- 
ence — (Lin Urb Infl). 

As noted, the criterion characteristics of these 
county types are presented In tables 1 and 3. The sap shows 
the spatial distribution of these counties throughout tl^ 
state* Graphs t with numbers in them corresponding to these 
county types t have been included with the analjrtlc discus- 
sion below in order to provide a convenient reference for 
the reader* The corresponding tables from which each graph 
was developed are found in appendix A* 

Use of the typology in this import. Specification of 
differences between cc^ty types through graphs on trend 
data is important for people concerned with public poli- 
cies* Such graphs facilitate a quick determination of what 
general directions counties are takingt whether rates of 
change in them are steep or level, whether they are stable 
or reversing direction, what gafw exist between county 
types, and wiwther the gaps are increasing or decreasing. 
In a society concerned with equitable treatment of individ- 
uals and organisations by state and local (nibfic bodies, 
familiarity with trends on key indicators surely provides 
Important background in considering policy alternatives* 
When differences are found between county types on certain 
trends, then more appropriate and precise policies crn more 
realistically be forwilated in order to nudge the trends in 
the direction of desired goals* The context of decision 
making about state and local policy alternatives, then, 
underlies the examination of the following trend data* 
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Table 3* Hw York State Rural ComtieSt Claaalfled According to ttie 
Percmtage of Labor PorM fu— iillag mtiA 81m of Largeat Place, 1980 



Type 3« Saral Coimtlea Ihi^r Bxteaaive Ihrbaa laflueace 



Cooiity 


ropajtacAOii 


rerceni^a^V 






Cayuga 


70 aei4 














f AnlMrn) 


Pulton 




SO A 


21 9 


17 S36 












Genesee 


CO Ann 




7 


16 703 












Hadlaoo 


IIS 1 sn 

O^p i^U 


SS A 


30-7 
i#7« / 


10 fllO 










((hwida) 


Nontgottery 


S3,439 


54.3 


24.1 


21,872 










(ihksterdaa) 


Ontario 


88,909 


71.3 


31.6 


15,133 










vvenevB/ 


Oevego 


113,901 


70.9 


23.8 


10 703 








iusvego/ 


Renaaelaer 


151,966 


38.7 


43.3 


CA A 1ft 










ixroy/ 


Saratoga 


153,759 


53.7 


46.5 


93 M6 








vsaratc^a oprAngi 


Schenectady 


149,946 


10.9 


24.0 


67 072 








\ ocneneccatfy / 


Vayne 


84,581 


78.8 


36.9 










iaevarK/ 


Type 


4. Sural Coimties Dmler Coasldsrable UrlMni 


ADAXuence 


Cactaraugua 


85,697 


65.5 


15.0 


1ft 207 

AQp AV# 










/Til 


Chmtaoqua 


146,925 


46.8 


3.2 


IS 77S 










Chevung 


97,656 


27.1 


9.9 


35 327 










V&mAra/ 


Clinton 


80,750 


61.9 


3.0 


Ai 










V* Afllkl*9IWKJ|n/ 


Cort^land 


48,820 


51.3 


12.9 


71) 13a 
AVy i<70 










(Cortland) 




fS,151 


64.3 


3.1 


27.861 










(Watertmra) 


Otsego 


59,075 


74.7 


18.0 


14,933 








(OoMiita) 


Stm Laifrence 


114,254 


58.7 


2.9 


12,634 










(M«88aiA) 


SceulNsn 


99,217 


67.8 


U.4 


12,953 










(Corning) 


Tottpklns 


87,085 


50.7 


6.0 


28,732 








(Ithaca) 


Ulster 


158,158 


65.2 


18. S 


24,481 










(Klogaton) 


Warren 


54,854 


42.3 


17.2 


15,897 










(Glens Falls) 
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Table 3. (Contimied, p* 2). 



Moderate UriMn InfloeiMses 





Popnlatimi 




Percmtaae 


Aipalation sise 


County 


9ise 


avFox 


C^MMaii^iitg 

WwnlMfcJfcalm 


of Laneat Plao 






a&.6 


23e6 


7tM6 
(Bttlsoa) 






Greene 




OA eO 


27.5 


4,718 
(Cacskill) 






Ifamlltcm 




lUVeil 


23.0 


408 






(Speculator) 


Herklser 


oOp71# 


3Ve9 


27 6 


9.450 
(Ilioa) 






Livingston 


>/ y WD 


JUI ft 


0 


6.746 
(Geneseo) 


Orleans 


38,496 


f Ue / 


^ ft 


6 392 
(Ifadlna) 






Putnstt 


77,193 


>/ e^ 




7.681 
(Malionac) 








Schoharie 


29,710 






5,272 
(Cobleaklll) 








Schuyler 


17,686 


100.0 


42.9 


2,008 
(Vatklna Glen) 








Seneca 


33,733 


62.1 


23.6 


7,466 
(Seneca Falls) 








Tioga 


49,812 


72.0 


36.9 


4,738 
(Vavarly) 








Washington 


54,795 


61.3 


28.3 


7,419 
(ftidaoo Falls) 


Wyoning 


39,895 


73.8 


28.3 


4,198 
(Ferry) 


Yatea 


21,459 


75.6 


25.8 


5,242 








(Pens Tan) 



Type 6. Riural Counties Under Llalted Urban Influnnce 



Allegany 

Chenango 

Delaware 

Eaaex 

Fraidclin 

Lewis 

Sullivan 



51,742 
49,344 
46,824 
36,176 
44,929 
25,035 
65,155 



79.3 
83.6 
75.3 
87.8 
63.8 
86.6 
83.7 



17.6 
17.8 
14,9 
14.7 
14.9 
18.0 
14.2 



5.769 
(Hellaville) 

8,082 
(Horvich) 

4,861 
(Sidney) 

2.938 
(Ticonderoga) 

7.668 
(Maloae) 

3.364 
(Lowville) 

6.306 
(ItoDticello) 
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II. FtopvUtioa aad DMgraplilc TMds 

FkvpvlAtion B±mn, Population trends In Mew York State 
are typical of those In aany other states. As shown In 
figure 1, Betropolltan counties— type* 1 and 2 shown on the 
graphs— gained population f roa 1950 to 1970, but lost people 
between 1970 and 1980, while population in rural counties- 
types 3 to 6 on the graphs— has Increased since 1950, Het 
loss In the state, howew, reached nearly 600,000 people 
between 1970 and 1980. Rural counties (types 3 to 6) grew 
steadily but slowly as a result of natural growth and In- 
■igration, as people and businesses rediscovered the rela- 
tive aaenlties of living in wore rural and less congested 
areas. The «ost rural counties— those wost remote froa 
urban influences— grew the least, but even they gained pop- 
ulation between 1950 and 1980. Thus the population turn- 
around now foimd nationally— whereby Migration f roa rur^il to 
Metropolitan localities has reversed— began earlier in New 
York, before 1950, and continues to the present. 

ftvpalatiaB density. Population density is correlated 
irith population siae. Figure 2 shows that, as total popula- 
tion in aetropolitan counties decline, the two types 
netropolitan counties had fewer persons per square aile In 
1980 than in 1970. On the other hand, density In the wore 
rural counties is increasing. However, differences In den- 
sity, aa with population sise itself, between the county 
types still reach very large proportions. Metropolitan 
counties are froa 5 to 150 tines as dense with roughly ten 
tiaes the population siae of the average of rural counties. 
Their central cities are, of course, also wich aore dense. 
Based on such differences, it is little wonder that New 
York's upstate and downstate populations soaetim have such 
different perspectives on things, and alaost aaaxing that 
they can agree on anything. 

pMDillim ^c«« In the aidst of the population de- 
cline In aetropolitan counties, the nuaber of dwelling units 
presents a seeaingly curious note. Figure 3 shows that the 
nufld>er of occupied housing units has actually increased in 
all county types. Indeed, the largest numerical increases 
occurred froa 1970 to 1980. The two aetropolitan county 
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Figure 1. Population Size 
fn Counfy Ty|>08 1-6. Naw York SMm, 1950-1980 




Note: Numbers in all graphs correspond to county types. 
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Figure 2. Population Density 
(Persons per Square Mile) 
In Couniy Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 
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Figure 3. Number of Occupied Housing Units 
In County Types t-6. New York Skife, 1950-1980 
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types gained 105,000+ dotmstate, and 140,000+ upstate, even 
though both types lost population during the decade* Thus, 
overall, 245,000 new households appeared In Heif tork's 
■etropolltan counties and 178,000 additional households 
appeared In New York's rural counties between 1970 and 
1980. Such findings are especially laportant because house- 
holds, wore than population else per se, account for local 
property taxes and thus represent a better Indicator of con- 
tribution to local and state econonles. These increases In 
nudters of households are probably due to the Increasing 
nuaber of single, young oarrled, widowed, separated, and 
divorced persons aalntalnlng their own places of residence. 

AUt popolation. A parallel Iwportant finding about 
New York as a whole Is that, although It Is losing In total 
population, it Is actually gaining in its adult, econowical- 
ly productive population between the ages of twenty-one and 
sixty-five. Figure 4 shows that the downs tate metropolitan 
counties lost approxlaately 110,000 adults between twenty- 
one and slxty-flvB from 1970 to 1980, but the rest of the 
counties gained nearly 330,000, for a net gain of about 
220,000. About two-thirds of this Increase was In the 
rural counties, the rest being In the upstate metropolitan 
counties. 

Such a finding certainly projecta a potentially 
brighter and more productive future for Hew tork State than 
the population-loss figures of figure 1- Figure 4 also 
suggests that these data »lght be more Important for general 
use than the total population data. 

It should be cautioned, however, that the 1990 census 
■ay show a decline in the else of the adult population, 
largely because there was an absolute decrease In tte murtier 
of young people (under twenty-one) from 1970 to 1980 of 
about 450,000 in the state as a whole. In 1990, therefore, 
there nay be a comparable deficit In the nuai>er of young 
people to enter adulthood. Mew in-migration to Maw York 
say make up part, but possibly not all, of this deficit. 

ftopolatlott pv»ld8. A method of determining the 
likelihood of population gain or loss Is through examining 
population "pyr«lds." T*fO are presented In tables 4 
through 7. Population pyramids are normally constructed by 
displaying separately the nt»bers of wales and females found 
in every five-year age interval* Those bom within a five- 
year span compose a cohort. By following cohorts through 
the various censuses — In every new census, each cohort ages 
by ten years— and by making assumptions about birth mtes, 
death rates, and migration, it is possible to estimate 
future population sises. 
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Figure 4. Potential Labor Force: 
Persons Aged 21 to 65 
In County Types 1-6, New York Stole, 1950-1980 
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For lii«eaaee» table 4 presents data for tlie borough of 
Queens in Mev York City. It shows that 70,428 sales sere in 
the age category of birth to age foor in 1970. Bf I980» 
only 64,396 sales were found in the age ten to fourteen 
cate^ry. The qtMStion is» what happen^ to the sore than 
6,000 males which were in this cohort in 1970 but not In 
1980? A few, undoubtedly, died for soae reason. Most prob- 
ably moved away. In fact, soas alao soved in. The 6,000 
loss is probably largely due to a net out-oigratimi loss. 

On the other hand, the sale and foMle cohort which 
ims five to nine years old in 1970 shoi«ed a slight increase 
by 1980. Males increased by 83 persons (71,460 in 1980 
minus 71,377 in 1970). Females increased by 2,400 persons 
(71,664 in 1980 minus 69,264 in 1970). Indeed, there was 
a net gain of 26,945 between 1970 and 1980 in the three 
(five-year age interval) cohorts which were between fifteen 
end twenty-nine in 1980. But these were the only three 
cohorts in (Hieens to show populsticm growth. In tte same 
period, overall. Queens lost a net of 95,148 persons 
(1,986,473 in 1970 minus 1,891,325 in 1980) throughout its 
age cohorts. 

The population pyramid itself, given in table 5 for 
Queens, a type 1 metropolitan county, and table 7 for Essex, 
8 type 6 rural county. Is s schemstic depiction of the data 
in tables 4 and 6. These two populstion pyrssids sre con- 
structed in such a way that each asterisk in the tsble 
represents 0.25 percent of the populstion. (Often pyramids 
are constructed where each asterisk would represent s cer- 
tain number of people; here each asterisk represents a 
certain proportion of people.) The data in table 5 are con- 
structed iFrooTsPie 4, and those in table 7 are constructed 
from table 6. Constructing a pyramid on the basis of pro- 
portions permits an easy co«|»rison between the shapes of 
the pyramids for different time periods, or from one county 
type to another. The shape of the metropolitan population 
of Queens for 1970, in table 5, is certainly different from 
the rural population of Essex in 1970, in table 7. Essex 
has a far larger proportion of its population in the pre- 
adult categories, snd a smaller proportion in the early 
adult years. For comparisons of psrticular cohorts, because 
of the difficulty of counting asterisks, it is easier to use 
the row data In tables 4 and 5. But for comparing county 
types it is easier to use the pjrramids. 

All these tables offer estimates of projections 
through the year 2000. The accuracy of population projec- 
tions, of course, depends upon the accuracy of projections 
for each age cohort. Theae projections in turn depend upon 
accurate predictions for in- and out-mlgratlon rates, birth 
rates, and death rates. These four rates are also dependent 
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TtmiM POPULATION OATfl BY ASE/SEX 
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TABUS 9. POPULMTtOM WVimmtO CHART* OUES^m 
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TABLE 6. POPULATION DATA BY ASE/OEX 
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upoo varlotts other factors. For instance » In table 5 it WMy 
be seen- that the saallest age cohort for 1970 is in the 
thirty-five to thirty-nine age group. This cohort is the 
one bom between 1935 and 1939. in the nidst of the depres- 
sion, a period of econonic hardship when faoilies had feiier 
children. Likewise, in tables 6 and 7 for Essex County, it 
■ay be seen that this "depression cohort" was tte very one 
which becaae tte parents of a "baby booa." Their children— 
those in the ten to fourt^n age colwrt — are the aost numer- 
ous single cohort in 1970. For som reason, children bom 
In this period of economic hardship, when birrh rates were 
low, became parents with the highest birth rat-s of the last 
half-century. These unexpectedly high birth rates illus- 
trate how difficult it is to predict the sise of future 
cohorts. 

Still, certain asstBsptions can and are made about 
these rates, since so ^uch of planning requires population 
projecticms. in general, predictions abcMst tte future 
assume behaviors essentially similar to those seen in the 
past, as modified by known changes. Thus the 1980 pyraaiid 
for Essex County in table 7 shows reductions in the sise of 
every cohort from fifteen to nineteen years of age and old- 
er. This is a general trend in nearly all liew York coun- 
ties, and reflects declining birth rates. At the top end of 
the pyramid, larger nua^rs of older people are found be- 
cause of declining death rates in these age categories (old- 
er cohorts are larger because they are living longer). 

The population pyramids for Queens and Essex Counties 
are rather typical of those found in metropolitan and mral 
counties throughout the state. The other pyrmids fall be- 
tween these two. nie shapes of the Queens and Essex pyra- 
mids, quite different in 1970, became more similar in 1980. 
The more rectangular-shaped 1970 pfrmli for Queena con- 
trasts with the more triangular 1970 pyramid for Essex. The 
com(»rl8on reflects both in-migration of young adults into 
Queens and lower birth rates in the metropolitan areas. 
Essex reveals ttut' effect of out-migraticm «mK>ng its young 
adults— presumably they migrate disproportionately to metro- 
politan localities. These differences also persist in the 
1980 pyramids. Young adults move to the cities, but appar- 
ently have fewer children per capita than their mral coun- 
terparts (somewhat below "replacement" in 1980 although 
barely below replacement in 1970). 

It should be noted that the primary growth occurring 
In rural counties, as seen in tables 6 and 7 and found 
throughout the rural counties (see appendix B, which con- 
tains statistics for individual counties), is in the 1980 
cohorts aged thirty to forty-four, and In their children 
aged ten to fourteen. In Essex County the size of these 
cohorts is larger in 1980 than in 1970. This is not true 
In Queens or moBt other metropolitan counties. Thus these 
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cohorts have experienced net la-«igratloa in the rural coun- 
ties, but not in general In the netropolltan counties* 

Such a phenooenon fits the notion that, when faailies 
are established , children reach school age (especially 
Junior-high age), and parents can afford it, a dispropor- 
tiooate maber of families nove to localities outside oetro- 
politan areas* The saae phenoaenoo would account for the 
losses experienced in the age thirty to fortyfour cohort in 
the netropolitan counties* This aajor trend — that aetro|K>l- 
itan counties lose po|mlation in their olddle-age cotorts, 
and rural counties' colwrts gain — seeas general in New York 
State. 

Two further observations about the Queens and Essex 
pyramids are Important* First, the 1980 pyramids are much 
closer in shape than they were in 1970* Comparatively, the 
birth rates In rural areas dropped off by 1980 so that the 
last cohort (now aged birth to four years) does not quite 
replace the cohorts aged twenty to twenty-nine (the chil- 
dren's parents). Thus the rural-county i^aaids (see also 
those pyramids in appendix B) a^e taking on the rectangular 
shapes of metropolitan localities* 

The second observation Is an implication of the 
first. Birth rates have traditionally been higher in rural 
than In metropolitan areas. On the basis of the pyramids in 
New York State counties, this generalisation still holds. 
But the gap between rural- ami B»tropolltan-county birth 
rates is declining. In this regard as well, rural counties 
are behaving more like metropolitan counties. 

Examination of these pyramids tegan with the consid- 
eration of whether the population between twenty-one and 
sixty-five is going to Increase or decline in the future. 
These data suggest that it will Increase at least to the 
1990 census, and possibly to the year 2000. It is less 
possible to predict beyoml 2000 because the new generation 
who will be anults then is only now tiding born, and moreover 
under conditions of slightly declining birth xates. Still, 
the babjr-boom children are now having children of tlwlr own, 
and this represents a relatively large cohort (aged fifteen 
to nineteen In 1980, so that they are now into their twen- 
ties, and beginning to bear children). Consequently, the 
working population (age twenty-one to sixty-five) in New 
York probably will continue to grow both In absolute numbers 
and as a proportion of the total population for the next 
generation. And, since this Is the most productive and 
economically well-off segment of the population, this news 
can be comparatively good news for the state, its economy, 
and Its future quality of life. 

Thus the age composition of the population Is impor- 
tant in understanding the dynamics of the state and its 
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localities, Aaong other things, the age structure Indicates 
what types of services say be desired or needed by resi- 
dents. More details exoalnlng configurations within the 
population structure, therefore, can provide additional In- 
sights. 

FioUntlal labor fme. Figure 5 shows the proportions 
of the total population between twenty-ooe and sixty-five 
years of age. This Indicator can be considered the poten- 
tial adult labor force. The data's "Inverse"— 100 percent 
minus the percentages for these cohorts— represents the pro- 
portion of the population "dependent" on ttese adults for 
services. Toung people ar^ "expensive" to society prlaarlly 
because they i^d extensive »lucatlonal services; the elder- 
ly are expensive because, comparatively, they need more 
health-related attention. The expenses for both these 
groups in our socletr are borne largely by the adult labor 
force. 

/' 

The two metropolitan county types have the greatest 
proportion of the population In the adult labor force range, 
and the differences between mtroiK>lltan and rural cotmtles 
have changed little over the last three decades. These data 
also reflect, as do the pyramid data above, the classical 
generalization that metropolitan places do not reproduce 
themselves. Young people , bom elsewhere, move to metropol- 
itan places to take advantage of econ<mlc opportunities 
found there. The "baby-boom" pl^nomenon can also be noted 
in figure 5, with the percentage of productive adults In the 
counties showing a large drop-off during the fifties and 
sixties (shown In the 1960 and 1970 data), but then increas- 
ing again In 1980, when youth in the baby b(Hm grew up and 
entered the ranks of adults. The baby boom of thirty years 
ago, reaching its peak In 1970, naturally then helps to ac- 
count for the larger sixe of the present adult labor force. 

Blderly. The Recline of the baby boom coincided with 
the rise of the elderly boom. Figure 6 presents the data 
for this Important phenooenon , The percentage of the popu- 
lation in the sixty-five and over age category shows a clear 
growth In all county types from 1950 to 1980. For the most 
part these data reflect the effects of better nutrition and 
better medical care increasingly found in TOdern society. 

The m>at striking aspect of figure 6 is the metropoli- 
tan versus rural comparison from 1950 to 1980. The elderly 
showed roughly a 50 percent rate of increase in the down- 
state metropolitan counties — from 8 percent to 12 percent — 
but only a 15 percent Increase In the rural counties — from 
11 percent to 12.5 percent. By 1980, then, the proportion 
of elderly varied little from county type to county type. 
It ranged only from 12 percent In the metropolitan counties 
to 13.5 percent in the most rural counties, a difference of 
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Figure 5. Potantfoi Labor Force (Persons 21-65) 

as a Percentage of PopXilatlon 
In County Types 1-6, New York State. 1950-1980 
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Figure 6. Percentage of Popuiatfon 
65 Years of Age and Older 
In County Types 1-6, New York State. 1950-1980 
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only 1.5 percent, Mliereas In 195C there had been a gap of 
three percentage points. 

These shifts certainly Isply changed needs regarding 
care of the elderly. Whereas In 1950 the largest proportion 
of the elderly were cared for — probably by their faiBllles — 
In rural areas, by 1980 services for the elderly were needed 
about equally In all counties. The situation Is particular- 
ly acute In the nost oietropolltan and aost rural counties. 
The greatest nuaber of elderly and the greatest proportional 
grovth In the elderly population occurred In these sets of 
counties. Aggravating thet problea is the likelihood that 
Bany of the elderly in aetropolltan counties are separated 
froa prlmry faally ties, having left their faallles for the 
cities when they were younger (as we have noted above). 
Services to the elderly therefore Bake up a aajor and in- 
creasing need which must be faced In all counties throughout 
the state. 

■oawhitea. A final najor deaographlc trend In New 
York State presented here Is the growth in the proportion of 
the nonwhlte populatlmi. Figure 7 shows that between 1950 
and 1980 the percentage iM>nirfiite Increased In all county 
types, but increased aost drastically in the two sets of 
oietropolltan coimties. In downstate aetropolitan counties 
between 1970 and 1980, the percentage nonwhlte increased by 
iBore than 50 percent, rising froa 18 percent to 28.6 per- 
cent. Despite the increase in the nonwhlte population In 
all county types, the four rural county types still have a 
very saall nonwhlte population (less than 4 percent). 

PBigrsphlc iiMMiii I Deaographlc trends, then, add up 
to the following conditions. New York State has a dynaaic 
population in each county type, and has becoae increasingly 
heterogeneous in the decades since World War II. It has 
fewer people buL oore iKniseholds, aore adults in their pro- 
ductive years, «>re elderly, fewer routh, aore nonwhltes, 
and aore people and greater density in the rural counties. 
Ho county type is so stable that It Is Imnme to ttw 
changes. The gafMi in the trei^s between aetropolltan and 
rural counties are decreasing in BK>st cases. Rural counties 
are thus aore closely approxiaatlng aetropolltan counties in 
their deaographlc structures. These shifts Indicate that, 
as noted above, new public Issues will continually arise in 
every type of county. Resources aust be added or shifted to 
i^et the new requlreaents deaanded by these changes. New 
policies responsive to these changes must be foraulated — 
policies f^lch will Boderate any negative effects and laple- 
aent positive effects on the various population segaents. 

Meeting the resource needs generated by deaographlc 
changes in New York State hinges on trends in eaployaent and 
the industrial structure in the state. These trends are 
exaalned in the following section. 
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Figure 7. Percentage of Population Non white 
In Counly Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 
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HI. iBflofMt ami Ihtotrlal Trcwi e 

The types of Jol>s held by people in localities are 
fundaaental both for characterising the localities and for 
the well-being of residents* As noted in the introduction 
to this report » Bodem society has increasingly noved toward 
a postindostrial service econooy* The Joto in such a soci- 
ety are generally cleaner, aore sedentary, less dangerous, 
less rigorous physically, sore bureaucratically organised, 
and — oYerall-"-aore lucratiye* Thus, on balance, for a soci- 
ety to shift toward a postindostrial service economy has 
definite benefits for oost localities. 

An iBportant question for state policynakers is the 
extent to which such benefits are evenly distributed 
throughout the state, or whether sooe localities benefit 
■ore than others. Moreover, service jobs often do not fora 
an adequate econcnsic base for a state as a iHiole. Hmy of 
then iaply redistribution of wealth within a state rather 
than bringing additional wealth into a state froa other 
regions. Manufacturing and agricultural Jobs, in contrast, 
often represent the basic ways in which oooey is attracted 
into a state. Manufacturing and agriculture provide pro- 
ducts people in other states find valuable and are willing 
to buy, whereas nsny services — such as hospital care and 
elenentary and secmdary education— are prinarily ained at 
local populations. 

In addition, indicators of eaployaent and industries 
In rural and Metropolitan counties are fundaa»ital to tutder- 
standing the dynaaics of other kinds of county indicators. 
Indicators exasined in this section include eaployaent lev- 
els, industrial coi^position, nuabers of aanufacturing firms, 
and agricultural output* 

ITaiilfijarinr The nuaber of Jobs held in the econosy 
has certainly been a key indicator of econ<»lc well-being In 
a population. Figure 8 presents these data for each of the 
six county types. It shows a steady increase in eaployaent 
In all county types between 1950 and 1980. Between 1970 and 
1980, over 317,000 Jobs were created in New York State. 
From the stand|K>int of nuaber of Jobs alone, therefore, ttM 
econoay of the state as a whole looks healthy. 
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Figure 8. Work Force: Number Employed 
Aged 14 and Over (16 and Over |n 1970, 1980) 
In County Types 1-6. New York State, 1950-1980 
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The largest growth in auodtetr of Jote has been in up- 
state Neir Tork» especially in those counties under greater 
urban inflMnce. Figure 8 sboiis that, bettieea 1970 and 
1980* upstate astropolitan and high-cooauting rural counties 
adjacent to upstate oetropolitan cotmties gained the aost 
Jobs* Since the census counts people ffhere they live rather 
than iftere Chey uogk, mad since soae of the JoImi in high- 
cosButing rural counties are those held by coosuters , it is 
probable that these data underestioate the mtober of Jobs 
being created in upstate aecropolitan C(Minties» md over- 
estiaate the nusd^er of Jobs in the hlgh~co«sutiag rural 
counties. Still* these data support tte suburbanization- 
of-Jobs hypotl^sls— that nore Jobs are being created in 
■etropolitan counties, but on their peripheries, than in the 
central cities* Host of the largest central cities in both 
upstate and downstate aetropolitan counties lost population 
between 1970 and 1980 irtille Jobs increased in these counties 
as wtM>le sets. 

On the other hand, despite growth In numbers of Jobs 
in every county type both upstate and downs t ate, the growth 
has definitely slowed down coapared to previous decades. 
Downs tat e oetropolitan counties showed a growth of 450,000 
Jobs between 1950 and 1960 and 240, (KM) Jobs between 1960 and 
1970, but less than 10,000 Jobs were created between 1970 
and 1980. Likeiflset in upstate aetropolitan counties 
152,000 Jobs were created between 19S0 and 1960. and 227,000 
between 1960 and 1970» but only 128»000 between 1970 and 
1980. Jobs in the four rural county types* towever, have 
Increased at a steady rate froa deca^ to decade since 1950, 
with the total nuaber of Jobs in the 1970-1980 decade actu- 
ally (even if barely) exceeding the increase in nuiadjer of 
Jobs in both aetropolitan county types combined. 

The situation* ttMsrefore, is not siaply the suburbani- 
zation of Jobs in New York State, but a slow iMveaent toward 
ruralisation of Jobs. Despite high uneaployaent rates in 
1980, more New Yorkers found Jobs than ever before, and 
found thea disproportionately in nonaetropolitan* rural 
counties. Thus* in ten» of oaployaent as well as deao- 
graphic shifts, the gaps between county types are slowly 
closing— Joto are slowly being distributed sore evenly 
throughout the state. 

Potential labor force ei^loyed. Another interesting 
statistic regarding eaployaent is the proportion of the 
potential adult labor force (ages twenty-one to sixty-five) 
who are actually eaployed. The data, presented in figure 9, 
are soaewhat inaccurate because their nuaerators and denomi- 
nators are based on dlssiailar populations. That is, the 
nuaerator froa which the percentage is derived is the nuaber 
of people fourteen or aore years of age* and the denoalnator 
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Figure 9. Work Force as a Percentage 
of the Potential Labor Force 
In County Types 1-6. New York Stole. 1950-1980 
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is the nuaber of people t«Bney-o>t« Co slscf-five. Still, 
the percentage has eone validity because can imagine the 
8uhstitoti<m of younger and older workers for those between 
twenty-one and sixty-five wiM> are not mployed* Also* these 
data include part-time oBployees in the numerator, so that 
underemployMnt is not accomited for tere* To hMMile the 
data in any other way* however » would require the coapiexi-* 
ties of double counting (adding and subtracting) in dealing 
with the student population* 

In any event* figure 9 shows an increasing proportion 
of people (or their substitutes) of the potential adult 
labor force who are in the work force. (Teclmically» the 
work force consists of those presently emiloymd, while the 
labor force includes both those employed plus those un^nr 
ployed but looking for work.) The most important thing 
about figure 9 is the growth of roughly 2 percent per decade 
in all counties since 1930, and the extrmsly high propor- 
tions (over 75 percent) shmm for all ccNinty types in 1980. 
Despite what some may feel* on the basis of these data a 
work ethic of some kind is alive in Mew York State, if not 
always well. New Yorkers today are entering the labor force 
(for whatever reasmi) in increasing numbers and proportions. 

Women is labor force* A major explanation for the 
Increasing proportions working, of course, is that more 
women have entered the labor force. Figure 10 presents data 
on this Indicator, and shows clearly the astounding changes 
occurring in this phen<»enon since 1950. All county types 
show increasing proportions of ucmon In the labor force. 
But the greatest proportional increases have occurred in the 
rural counties. The overall averages of women in the labor 
force in 1980 ranged between 41 and 44 percent of the work 
force in all county types in the state » while in 1950 only 
28 percent of women were employed In the rural counties and 
31 percent in the metro|K>litan. 

The gap between the lowest and highest percentages of 
females emplojfed during these three decades has decreased 
from nearly 7 percentage points in 19!K) to only 2.7 percen- 
tage points in 1980. These trends indicate that the most 
marked changes in female employrant took place In the rural 
counties. They also indicate that working women — because 
of a desire or need for a second income, because they have 
becrae teads of households , because they have a desire for 
increased self-fulfillment, or because they have a coaalt- 
ment to work uui career — are now fotmd almost equally dis- 
tributed throughout New York State, whereas Just thirty 
years ago working women were a much more metropolitan 
phenoMnon • 

lodmstrial sectors. Another set of indicators of 
economic performance portrays the enterprises idtlch employ 
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Figure 10. Fdmafes as o Percentage 
of the Work Force 
In County Types 1*6, New York State. 1950-1980 
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people and concrlbute resources (taxes » inf rastrucCure » or 
expertise) to the econcmy. The fundamental distinctions 
among the different types of enterprises are caught in the 
terns primary, secondary, and tertiary industries # Primary 
Industries are those concerned vith extraction of products 
from natural resources~f arming, forestry, fishing, mining, 
and so forth* Secondary industries are those i^ich process 
primary resources into other usable products, and include 
durable and nondurable manufacturing enterprises # Tertiary 
industries are generally called service industries, and 
include a iride range of services — everything not in primary 
or secondary industries # Thus the tertiary sector includes 
such industrial categories as professional and business 
services , education , health, government , construction « 
transportation, wholesale and retail trade, safety, finance, 
insurance, real estate services, and so forth* Together, 
these three industrial sectors make up 100 percent of the 
employed population or vork force (as noted above, the term 
labor force** also Includes the unemployed)* 

Tertiary toAmtrj employmemtm Because the overwhelm- 
ing majority of employa^nt in New York State in 19S0 was In 
the tertiary or service sector, data for tertiary industrial 
employment will be presented first* Figure 11 shows that 
for 19F0, «>re than 70 percent of all people employed in New 
York State were in the tertiary sector, and this finding was 
true for all except one type of rural county (which had 66*^ 
percent In the tertiary sector)* 

Moreover, since 1950, the greatest growth in the ter- 
tiary sector has occurred in the rural counties* Over 70 
percent of people in the work force were already in the ser- 
vice sector in 1950 in the downstate metropolitan counties « 
Proportional growth in the service sector in those counties 
has therefore been slower than the growth in rural coun- 
ties* Service'-^sector emplo3rment in downstate metropolitan 
counties grew Just less than ten percentage points between 
1930 and 1980, compared to fifteen to eighteen percentage 
paints in upstate TOtropolitan and rural counties* The 
greatest growth took place in rural counties where metro- 
politan influence was highest (type 3)* Apparently in 1950 
these counties relied more on metropolitan centers for their 
services, but by 1980 were developing their own service sec- 
tor. In any case, it is clear from these data that the 
major growth in emplojrfl^nt in New York has been in the 
tertiary sector rather than in the primary or secondary 
sectors* 

It is important to understand the disparate dynamics 
inherent In tertiary-sector employment* The tertiary sector 
includes som of the highest spaying occupations— doctors ^ 
lawyers, and so forth — as well as some of the lowest — non- 
unionized day laborers y and many part-^time employees such as 
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Figure 1 1 . Tertiary (Service) Sector 
Employment as a Percentage of Work Force 
In County Types 1-6, New York Stote, 1950-1980 
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aost waitresses and clerks In retail stores # Thiis» a shift 
of eoployaent taimrd the tertiary sector is a aixed blessing 
for sos^ people (whose atploymnt opportunities are changed) 
and possibly for the health of the econoiqr as a irhole. Fur^ 
ther analysis of these trei^s nist be undertaken in order to 
discover the actual dynoaiCL iiithin tl^ tertiary sector. It 
is impossible to present a coaplete analysis in this short 
space p but certain tremis should be iMted. 

Bliolesale ad retail trade* Firsts of those aiployed 
in the service sector , the largest proporticms are in iihole- 
sale and retail tra<te. Data on nholesale and retail trade 
in figure 12 shoir that^ firsts about 30 percent of the ter- 
tiary sector (and armind 19 percent of the work force) con- 
sists of cnployBSttt in nholesale and retail trade » and, 
second 9 the percentages have not changed much over tisec 
Most counties shoned <mly a percentage point or so change 
between 1950 and 1980* Growth in the tertiary sector as a 
whole y therefore 9 is not reflected in wholesale and retail 
trade. 

Moreover 9 the gap between the extreu percentages of 
the metropolitan and most rural county types was 8*3 per- 
centage points in 1950, but only 2.7 percentage points in 
1980. The smaller gap in 1980 was the result of both a 
smaller percentage of downstate mployment in the retail and 
wholesale sector and a larger percentage of rural ^ployment 
in this sector. Thus rural and metropolitan county types 
again showed a trend towards convergence. Also, apparently 
the well-recognised growth in scale of some retail estab- 
llshments—ttw big chain and discount stores, with their 
computer efficiencies— has been matched growth in the 
number of items available for trade in mocfe labor-intensive 
establishments. Consequently, although growth in mployment 
in this econcMsic sector has occurred mainly in the rural 
county types and altlu>ugh the gap with the metropolitan 
counties is closing, the character of retail and wholesale 
establishments has probably changed considerably in this 
period. Further study is required to specify the exact 
nature of these changes. 

Public adhainist ration* As noted above, growth in the 
service sector is a result of growth in a series of services 
In this overall sector. Another example is given In figure 
13, the proportion of the work force raployed in public 
administration. This figure stK>ws very small but steady 
growth throughout the state, except for the downstate metro- 
politan area, where there was a slight decrease in this 
category between 1970 and 1980. The much-t^ralded growth In 
public administration and government throughout Ifew York 
State, then, appears to refer more to dollars spent than to 
additional people hired. 
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Figure 12. Retoil and Wholesale Trade 
Employment as a Percentage of Work Force 
{n County Types 1-6, New York Stote, 1950-1980 
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Figure 13. Public Admmistratlon Employment 

as o Percentage of Work Force 
In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 
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BdwuitiM. Bducatioa is aaother of tlw local imblic 
sectors which has had phenoi^iial groifth since World Ifar II* 
Figure 14 reports the proporticms of local irork forces 
engaged in ediK»tlmi for each of the county types • Indeed , 
these data do slwir that ^ucatiM has been a aajor growth 
sector for all county types in the 1950-1980 period* In 
1950 9 between 3 boA 5 percent of the work force was engaged 
in educational occupations; by 198O9 8 to 14 percent were* 
EnployMent in education grew in every county type by nore 
than two and a half tlises between 1950 and 1980, with rural 
counties stowing slightly hlgtor rates than metropolitan 
counties* Undoubt^ly, ttw growth of ttw State Onlversity 
of New York systor-'-nany of wlwse units are located in rural 
counties^as well as the expansion of eleoentary md secon* 
dary education in localities due to the baby bo o5 — w hich hit 
the hardest In rural localities — affected these high growth 
rates in the proportion of the work force involved in the 
educational sector* 

Healths Anotlwr service sector idilch has experienced 
considerable growth since 1950 is the health sector* As 
seen in figure 15, every county type exi^rlenced a high rate 
of increase in the health sector 9 aore than doubling the 
proportion of the work force engaged In health occupations 
between 1950 and 1980* In 1950 , every coimty type shmrod 3 
or 4 percent of the work force engaged in health services; 
by 1980, 8 or 9 percent were in this sector* MetroiH>litan 
counties consistently show^ greater proportions , doubtless 
reflecting the large twapitals, greater nuober of physicians 
per capita 9 greater nuaber of clinics 9 and other 0K>re spe** 
ciallzed health facilities found tlmre* 

Finale , iasvmce ^ obA real estate • As shown in 
figure I69 the finance , insurance , and real-^tate sector 
also experienccul slow but steady growth between 1950 and 
1980* In 1950, froai 2 to 7 percent of the work force was 
engaged in this sector; In 19^, the proportions were fros 4 
to II percent* The downstate netropolitan counties clearly 
doalnate in this area* Thay had 7 percent of their work 
force In this sector in 1950, and 11 percent in 1980* The 
other counties had 2 or 3 percent in 1950, and 4 or 5 per-- 
cent in 1980* The banking systeoi, of course, is in a highly 
Interrelated network* Funds get shifted easily fr<M one 
bank to another for a variety of purposes, including check 
clearing and buying certificates of deposit, as funds becoi^ 
accumilated for furtt^r large investaents* New York City 
banks are clearly huto of these activities, but other metro- 
politan centers also appear to be nodes for similar, though 
less extensive, activities* Rural banks are in the perlfrfi- 
erles of this network, and thus require smaller proportions 
of the work force to take care of necessary local and 
smaller numbers of banking functions* 
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Figure 14. Employment In Education 
as a Percentage of Work Force 
In County Types 1-6. New York State, 1950-1980 
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Figure 15. Employment In Health Services 

as a Percentage of Work Force 
in County Types 1-6, New Yoric State* 1950-1980 
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Figure 16. Employment fn Finance, Insurance and 
Real Estate as a Percentage of Work Force 
In County Types 1-6, New Yoric State. 1950-1980 
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Slailar 8«all but steady gains in profK>rtloa8 of ttie 
work force also characterize the other service sectors, in- 
cluding transportation, ccmmmication , utilities, construc- 
tion, public safety, and so forth* Tti^se otter sectors, 
however, usually coi^rise even snsller proportions of the 
vork force than those presented in figures 12 through 16. 
Still, the result of all these changes is an Increase both 
in nuabers and proportions of jobs in the various services 
which nake up the tertiary sector. 

Wanagiw mod priMfcMioMls. Another tmy to think 
about tte tertiary sector is in the extent to which the 
suuiageaent, control, and planning functions of society are 
expressed through it* The tertiary sector includes the 
legal, accmintittg, financial, COTSulting, and planning parts 
of industries which are not associated directly with extrac- 
tion or processing. 

Sotae data relevant to this notion are presented in 
figure 17, the trends in pro|K>rtimis of the work force 
engaged in nanagerial and professional TCcupations* Not 
everyone represented in these data, of course, is connected 
to «snagenent and control in society* The data also include 
aedical personnel, educators, lawyers, ainisters, and so 
forth, as well as aana^rs and professionals in the other 
two industrial sectors. Still, these are also people con- 
cerned with wanagenent, control, and planning issues. 

The trends show considerable g'rowth in theee occupa- 
cions in all county types from 1950 tu 1970, and reasonable 
stability between 1970 and 1980. This stability is in part 
due to new census ttefinitions of professional and teclmical 
workers in 1980, so that 1980 data are underestimated cos- 
pared to 1970* Downstate aetropolitan counties changed the 
least in these occupations. Still, at 27.2 percent in 1980, 
they contain the greatest proportions of people in the mana- 
gerial and professional occupations* All rural counties 
also show steady growth in these occupations, with slightly 
over 20 percent of their work force in these occupations in 
1980. 

liertiary sector in Che fvCvre. The tertiary indus- 
trial sector certainly has been and appears to be increas- 
ingly inportant in all parts of the state* Even if the 
rural counties still lag behind aetropolitan counties on 
this i«|M>rtant set of indicators, the gap between then is 
narrowing on almost every indicator for this sector* Al- 
though s<me people may find it difficult to believe that the 
service sector represents a viable economic base, the future 
of New Yorkers probably requires this assumption* Actually, 
It Is an as8umpti(m that has been around for w>re than a 
decade. Those commentators who characterize America as a 
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Figure 17. Manager* Professional* Technical 
Employment as Percentage of Work Force 
In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 
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postindusCrial socieCy point out that autoastion, coaputeri- 
xation, mad even robotlsati<m of many taaka In prlaary md 
secondary industries require fewer people to produce the 
sane amount of — or even Rwre — products in these two indus- 
trial sectors. The reaainiag work force, tlwn, can concen- 
trate on other types of Jobs which aost people find neces- 
sary or desirable— education, health, trade and cooMrce, 
banking and business services, research and developnent, 
politics, public adalnistration, and so forth. Indeed, the 
application of these services, especially through nore 
efficient and effective sKUiagenent, ccmtrol, and planning, 
often produces greater efficiencies in the prioary and 
secondary sectors and makes possible greater well-being in 
aoclety as a whole* 

The corporate headquarters of aultllocational firms 
found throughout New York State are exoaples of management, 
control, and planning speclalisationa found in New York. 
Moreover, It should be underscored that all these parts of 
the tertiary sector, singly or in ccmbination, can certainly 
provide an economic base for any given locality as well as 
for any given region or the state as a irtiole* Thus movement 
into the tertiary sector in New York should be understood 
largely in the same terms as movea»nt into any other indus- 
trial sector, and should be given similar support for train- 
ing and for creating improvements. 

Secondary industry eaqiloyment. Employment In the 
secondary Industrial sector mainly consists of the manufac- 
ture of durable and nondurable goods. Figure 18 presents 
data on this sector for the various county types. It shows 
that in most counties in New York, as is true throughout the 
United States, manufacturing represents a (tecllnlng propor- 
tion of the work force. Both downstate and upstate metro- 
politan counties lost roughly 10 percent between 1950 and 
1980, with a 3 percent loss occurring in the last deeacte. 
Only the most rural counties shew stability on this indica- 
tor, with Just over 20 percent of their work forces still 
engaged in manufacturing. This percentage, hoieever, is 
about five percentage points below the other rural county 
types. 

The loss in manufacturing employment is especially 
Important to localities because the products are geiMr..lly 
sold outside the localities where they are produced, so that 
new dollars are brought into localltlee from the outside for 
use within the community. Thus manufacturing esployiwnt is 
j;enerally nn inportant form of export base, and becomes a 
very important form of economic base and economic engine in 
any locality. Commnltles simply must eng^e in trade with 
other localities In order for them to be healthy even If, as 
noted above, the trends can be in terms of services as well 
as manufactured products. 
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Figure 18. Secondary Sector Employment 
as Percentage of Work Force 

fn County Type* 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 
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Nanifactarli^ flras. Another Indicator of manufactur- 
ing as an econmalc base la the nuater of aanufacturlog flma 
found In the varloua coimtlea* Figure 19 preaenta data for 
the nuaber of manufacturing flraa eaq»loylng twenty or sore 
persona found In the varloua county typea. It ahows a 
ateady loaa In the nuidier of such planta for the atate aa a 
whole since 1950, and especially for the dowastate metropol- 
Iten counties since 1960, with over 3,500 firms novlng out* 
The other counties alao shov a net loaa In such enterprlaea 
since 1950, but In analler nuabera. Dpatate netropolltan 
counties show a net loss of 195 such flras, and rural coun- 
ties together lost 198 such flras, roughly one-tenth the net 
loss In the ^ywnstate aetro^lltan coontlea. 

Similar data are fotmd for the nuaber of aanufacturlng 
flras eaploylng 100 or w>re oiployees. Figure 20 presents 
these data* The one set of cotmtles showing a continual 
Increase In the nuaber of these larger aanufacturlng firms 
Is the aoat rural aet — that la, rural counties under the 
least metropolitan influence* Otherwise, between 1970 and 
1980 conalderable loaaes (of 269 larger firms) continue to 
be registered In the downstate aetropolltan counties, while 
saaller leases (a total of 30 flras) are fonnd In the other 
upstate, Including rural, counties. 

Primary ladastry eaployaeat* Another possibility for 
a dynaalc econ<MBlc base for certain localltlea In the state 
Is found In the prlaary extractive Induatrles of faralng, 
foreatry, fishing, and alnlng* Figure 21 presenta data on 
thla econoalc Indicator* It, too, ahows a rather at ark 
picture of Induarrlal shifts* Eaployaent In the prlaary 
sector, aa a percentage of the work force. Is virtually gone 
from the aetropolltan areas, and has decreased dramatically 
over the laat three decades In all New York counties. In- 
deed, In the last decade alone the proportion of the work 
force In prlmary-lnduatry employment has declined at a rate 
between 15 and 25 percent even In the rural coontlea. Over- 
all, In rural counties an average of only 5 percent of the 
work force la engaged In primary Industry, probably mostly 
In farming. 

Agrlcmltare* Likewise, a decline Is evident In the 
agricultural Indicators of percentage of land In agricul- 
ture, given In figure 22, ai^ total nuri^r of faraa by the 
varloua county types, given In figure 23. The huge loss In 
number of farma between 1950 and 1970 Includes In part sev- 
eral definitional changes. The relative btablllty fro« 1970 
to 1980 reflects an Increased demand for local agricultural 
products probably due to several domestic and international 
factors. Including world trade In food and energy* 

Interestingly, the figures show that the upstate 
aetropolltan counties consistently have more land In 
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Figure 19. Total Number of Manufacturing Units 

Employing 20 or More Persons 
In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 
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Figure 20. Total Number of Manufacturing Units 

Employing 100 or More Persons 
in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 
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Figure 21. Primary Sector Employment 
as a Percentage of Work Force 
In County Types 1-6. New York State. 1950-1980 
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; Figure 22. Average Percentage of Land 

in Agriculture 
in County Types 1-6, New York State. 1950-1980 
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Figure 23. Total Number of Farms 
In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 
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Figure 24. Total Acres Harvested 
in Agriculture 
In County Types 1-6, New Yerlc State, 1950-1980 
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Figure 25. Total Market Value of Ag. Products 

Sold (Millions of 1980 Dollars) 
In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 
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agr 1 cu 1 1 are than the skis t rur a 1 ( type 6 ) count le s and a 
greater nuaber of faraa than all Init one of the rural county 
types* The large population sizes and markets of the netro- 
polltan counties still keep productive farms In theia despite 
pressure to convert land to other uses. Indeed » seme of the 
most productive land in th» state Is found irlthln tl^ aetro- 
polltan counties* The large prlioary-lndustry raployaent in 
the Aost rural counties (7*1 percent) » given In figure 21 1 
therefore undoubtedly refers to employment In activities 
other than agriculture — and primarily in forestry — more than 
In either mining or fishing* 

Figures 24 and 25 ameliorate somewhat the previous 
findings on the status of agriculture in New York* Figure 
24 presents data on total acres harvested » and figure 25 
presents data on total market value of agricultural products 
sold adjusted to 1980 dollar values through an agricultural 
commodities index adjustor* Both of these figures present a 
picture of a more viable agriculture than tt^ previous data 
on number of farms and percentage of land in agriculture* 
TtK number of acres harvested decreased only slightly be- 
ti#een 1970 and 1980* Moreover » even if the total nmrket 
value of agricultural products sold in general declined from 
1970 to 1980 according to 1980- level dollars » the slippage 
vas caused in large part by the high levels of inflation 
between 1970 and 1980 which affected all dollar values dur- 
ing this period* The greatest declines were ir the metro- 
politan counties and in the iK>st rural counties* 

Eovloymrot mad imtetry sn— nry mad coacUmtooBm 
Dramatic shifts are taking place in New York's economy* 
More New Yorkers — including more women and a greater propor- 
tion of the available work force—are remuneratively employ- 
ed today than ever before in the state's history* But com- 
paratively they are not in the saiM types of Jobs as they 
were In previous decades* The number of larger manufactur- 
ing firms^ as ire 11 as employment in manufacturing g is down, 
the number of farms Is down, and farm income (in terms of 
1980 dollars) is slightly down, even if the total manufac- 
turing product is relatively stable , and ttw size of farms 
and the value of agricultural products continue to in- 
crease* New York's employn^nt trends certainly parallel 
those of other states in that — at least from the standpoint 
of numbers of Jobs — the United States is undergoing a struc- 
tural shift away from manufacturing* This trend is most 
apparent in certain types of manufacturing production , 
especially those %rhich formerly employed large nus^rs of 
people in large plants* These facilities are apparently 
becoming more automated , computerized » and robotized — their 
output continues high» while employment in them declines* 

The most dramatic growth industries , of course ^ are 
in the tertiary or service sector* Indeed, it appears that 
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the service sector Is becoHiing an Increasingly Important 
econoalc base of New York State. These shifts are reflected 
in nearly every New York county* although moat fundanentally 
In the ^wnstate aetropolltan counties » where over four- 
fifths of the work force are engaged in tertiary eaployoent. 

In any case» the decline in oanufacturing and the rise 
in services as pemanent structural changes c(»prise ann 
document the trend toward a postindustrial society in New 
York State. 

The questicm of the meaning of these trends for swve- 
nent toward the twenty-first century deserves further ex- 
ploration. A continuation of these two trends raises two 
specific and extremely important questions. First* can the 
tertiary sector provide a viable economic base for New York 
State* and* second* what are the effects of these changes on 
rural localities in the state? 

Census data are not particularly well-suited for in- 
dicating the extent of ec<momic base in any locality or set 
of localities. This is true mainly because census data do 
not indicate where products are produced and sold. The 
economic base of a locality is its export base. In other 
words* the local economic-export base is that part of an 
economy which is produced locally but sold elsewhere. A 
comparatively large local export base* especially when it is 
locally owned* usually produces more wealth (and economic 
health) for a locality than a smaller export base. Local 
policymakers, therefore* are often concerned to Increase 
their local export base* because it permits localities to 
encourage growth in local services* which in turn usually 
produces better local quality of life. 

Traditionally* analysts have considered primary- 
extractive and seccmdary-processing Industries to be the 
major Indicators of export base, whereas tertiary-service 
Industries have been considered as becoming possible because 
of, built upon, and dependent upon the wealth created by the 
export bases of the primary and secondary sectors. Conse- 
quently, traditional analyses have shown great concern with 
the health of the manufacturing and extractive sectors over 
the service sectors. 

The shift to a postindustrial society challenges these 
notions. The service sector is Increasingly seen as a po- 
tentially viable export base, not only for certain locali- 
ties but also for the state as a whole. For exanple, educa- 
tion Is one of tte service industries. In many localities 
educational Institutions constitute the export base. Col- 
leges and universities attract students from well beyond a 
locality's own borders. The students' parents who live in 
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reiKiCe localities pay for the education of their children In 
the place where the educational Institution is located. 
Consequentlyt a university — a service Industry — can becoiK a 
local export base in its cogaunlty* 

Slnllar arguments apply to other service instltu- 
tions# State and federal governaent offices » hospitals » 
financial and legal offices^ even tourist resorts ^ prisons , 
and county seats ^ can be considered viable export bases for 
certain localities in contrast to other localities. All of 
these are part of the tertiary sector. 

Moreover ^ part of the agricultural and nanuf acturing 
product is consumed locally, so that prinary and secondary 
industries should not be assumed in their entirety to be 
contributing to local export base. 

In other words , the notion of local and state export 
base needs considerable reinterpretation in a post industrial 
society, especially to include the service as well as pri- 
mary and secondary sectors. Census categories alone, there- 
fore, are misleading for representing the key indicators of 
export base in a postindustrlal society. Certainly In New 
York State three CMiponents of the tertiary sector^ s export 
base are the financial and Insurance sector, the cosaunlca- 
tlons sector, and the export-inport and wholesale trade 
sectors. Some of the large«»t firms in ths world in these 
three sectors are located in the downstate metropolitan 
counties, either as headquarters or as offices. Wall 
Street, the Avenue of tt^ Americas, and Lower Manhattan in 
New York City certainly must be considered viable export 
bases in the tertiary sector. In addition, foundations, law 
firms, accounting firms, and even the headquarters of major 
corporations in a variety of industrial sectors, which pro- 
vide manageiMnt, control, and planning services to a variety 
of industries , represent potentially vigorous export bases 
for the state. Furthermore, excellent educational, health, 
and charitable institutions — all in the tertiary sector — 
surely contribute to the state's export base, and are found 
throughout New York State as well as in New York City. 

The management functions — rather than commodity- pro-* 
ductlon functions — implied in the above aspects of the ter- 
tiary sector now constitute a highly organized set of very 
specialized services. Indeed , in these cases occupational 
categories rather than industrial categories also represent 
Indicators of ex[M>rt base. Professional managers, computer 
technicians. International and corporate lawyers, financial 
analysts and investors , Insurance specialists , economists , 
accountants, professors, myriad clerks, and so forth, are 
engaged in services, part of which undoubtedly constitute a 
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local export baae* Moreover, managerial and control func- 
tions apply tK>th to Individual firas and to whole sectors of 
firms through interlocking directorates and interlocking 
financial arrangements* They apply not only to economic 
establishiKnts» but also to economic aspects of whole Insti- 
tutions, such as those even in health, education, and public 
adminls t rat icm • 

Based on such considerations, there can be little 
doubt that the service sector can be, and is, a viable ex- 
port base for New York State as it moves toward even greater 
service speclalii^ations in the postindustrial era of the 
twenty-first century* 

An important policy issue within the state, there- 
fore, concerns the seccmd question raised above — namely, can 
rural counties partake proportionately as equals in these 
trends? Postiiuiustrial functions and services currently 
tend to be concentrated in metropolitan centers* It is 
probable that rural ccmnties are increasingly dependent on 
metropolitan places and criteria for so^ of these services 
and disproportionately lose control over their own resources 
and futures in the process, even as their resources are 
actually growing due to the tMtropolitan dcminance* 

For instance, despite comparatively greater emplojro^nt 
growth in rural settings, the growth appears to be increas- 
ingly generated under metropolitan leadership, influence, 
control, management, and planning* Thus decision making in 
the rural growth may be dominated by the criteria of metro- 
politan people, institutions, and communities rather than 
the leadership and criteria of local communities and con- 
trol* In this condition, consitments and loyalities often 
sihift from the primacy of rural localities and local people 
to the primacy of Jobs and organisations representing remote 
metropolitan-based institutions* In this sense , rural 
localities may be undergoing a continuing eclipse of the 
close Interpersonal relations which used to characterize 
small rural communities* 

Instances of predominant influence on rural localities 
by metropolitan-based institutions occur in virtually every 
form of economic and institutional life* Rural banking is 
Increasingly d<minated by branch banks headquartered In 
metropolitan centers, whose managers in the remote centers 
must approve at least all major investment applications for 
loans from or for rural localities* Nultilocatlonal manu- 
facturing firms from remote o^tropolltan headquarters in- 
creasingly determine where plants open and close* In fact, 
more than occasionally the additional criterion of how much 
a community is willing to pressure Itself financially in 
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offering the best teras on tax breaks and other Infrastruc- 
tural benefits plays an l«|K>rtant role In the specific loca- 
tion decisions for branch plants of aultllocatlonal flnts. 

In addltl<m» local oass oedla — television, radio* and 
print — have long relied cm and been dcmlnated by decisions 
made In renote aetropolltan centers. PrograoRlng, report- 
ing » and even advertising are now very nationally (and less 
locally) oriented. Likewise , massive changes In the quality 
and fora of transportation systms and tl^lr routes are 
largely determined by metropolitan Institutions and crite- 
ria , although they can have profound negative as well as 
positive effects on -certain rural localities. Even local 
edtK:atlonal and health-care Institutions conform to stan- 
dards set In remote ratropolltan centers by people who are 
only very Indirectly accountable or sensitive to local rural 
needs and Institutions. 

Metropolitan Institutions exert their Influence 
through public and private Hultllocatlonal firms and bureau- 
cracies, whose basic criteria are those associated with the 
rational calculatltms of optlsum resource-use and profit (or 
at least minimisation of loss In financial status or market 
share), and the localities In which they exist are often 
treated simply as possibly temporary bases of operations, 
essentially Interchangeable with a variety of other locali- 
ties. These criteria are at least contrary to, and some- 
times — If not often— detrimental to, the irall-belng of rural 
people. Institutions, and coamninltles. 

The criteria arp most detrlTOntal when they result In 
Che large metropolitan. -baii<>d Institutions scaling down, 
shutting down, or pulling out operations frcm small rural 
localities. At best, the threat almost always exists. In- 
deed, many people im>w living In rural localities feel the 
stress of divided loyalltles — loyalty to their jobs and a 
remotely controlled bureaucracy versus loyalty to their 
neighbors and coaoRinlty. Upper management, the highest 
trained and most influential people in these bureaucracies, 
are especially vulnerable to being transferred owjit of ttwir 
conraunlty in quest of personal upward mobility in their 
employing bureaucracies. 

The resolution of the Issues for returning humanltari- 
anlsn and local control to local rural institutions is not 
simple. Even If rural resources are increasing, local peo- 
ple nay not have control over these resources to meet comu- 
nlty needs. The remote metropolitan-based firms and insti- 
tutions either directly or Indirectly both soak up parts of 
the resources generated in rural localities, and exert dis- 
proportionate Influence and control over large parts of the 
rest. Moreover, this situation occurs in nearly every 
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institution and sector — prlnary extractive industries, 
secondary manufacturing Industries, and tertiary service 
industries* 

At soae point public policy issues and their iaplica- 
tions suggested here awst be examined In detail. The vari- 
ous aspects and trends In the tertiary sector which form a 
viable export base for the state and its localities must be 
identified. How rural localities can fit into these trends 
with a minimum amount of disruption and a maximum amount of 
cotmBltment to the important traditional values of liberty, 
democracy, justice, equality, and humanity for all must also 
be specified. 

In any case. New Yorkers should take advantage of all 
three employrcnt sectors si they iace the twenty-first cen- 
tury—the primary, the secondary, and tte tertiary. Posi- 
tive aspects of growth in the service sector ahould be em- 
phasized and supported in various state and l^al programs. 
New Yorkers certainly should take advantage df the state's 
lead In an economy based on management, control, planning, 
health, education, public administration, and other forms of 
the service society. Likewise, New York should be concerned 
about training people to understand and participate in 
creating cost-effective and cost-benef iclal efficiencies and 
well-being for the various institutions in these service 
sectors as well as for individuals to participate in these 
sectors. Furthermore, New Yorkers should not simply deplore 
the loss of manufacturing and agriculture as the dominant 
forms of export base. With the huge Northeast and Middle 
Atlantic markets—one- third of the nation's population— 
virtually at New York's doorstep, all three employment 
sectors should be viable as economic-export bases for the 
state. 

New Yorkers should also expect the nature of the manu- 
facturing and agricultural sectors to change. The advent of 
automation, computerization, and robotization will find a 
smaller percentage of the work force engaged in these opera- 
tions in the future than in past decades. The relative mix 
of resources which the state should invest in the three 
types of industrial sectors, therefore, will continue to be 
an important policy issue in the future. 

An equally important policy issue for the future con- 
cerns the location of the investments in these three sectors 
throughout the state. The above data show that Jobs and 
people (and, in this Sense, resources) are moving dispropor- 
tionately toward more rural localities. But control and 
influence over resources seem to be moving disproportionate- 
ly totmrd metropolitan-based institutions. This generaliza- 
tion is supported both by the above data showing compara- 
tively greater growth in finance and banking employment In 
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the laetropolltan count le8» and »4aiwrou8 illustrationfi of 
Mtropolltan-tMsed bureaucratic Inatitutlons unduly (and 
sometlTOS negatively) influencing rural localities • The 
quality of life in rural localities appears increasingly 
dependent on the goodifill of aietropolitan**based <tecisions 
and control* The issue of control over rural resource 
gro%rth» and the aoielioration of certain potentially negative 
effects Inherent in the inequalities in control over re*- 
sources by rural and ^tropolitan people ^ could well becoae 
iaportant policy concerns as Itew York ooves toward the 
twenty-first century* 
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IV. SocioecmoKlc Atta tiMca t TcoMto 



Shifts In lfuli»trlal and occupational structures of 
localities can have considerablet and scmetis^ adverse » 
effects on their populations* socioeconoaic attainswnt and 
well-being* Almost any social change Is disruptive to in- 
stitutional and personal well-beings and changes in indus- 
tries and occupaticms can especially disruptive » even if 
beneficial in a longer runt because they are so fimdatsental 
to both daily routines and long-term well-being* Since 
government policies should be responsive to tlw population's 
well-beings it is important to consider socioeconcmic at- 
tain^nt and well-being indicators as part of the general 
understanding of different localities in New York State* 
Data on such indicators often do not show equal distribu- 
tions thrmighout thet state's potmlation, and thus deserve 
further examination* 

Fmmily incoT The most generally accepted factor in 
personal and social attainmnt is socioeconomic status* and 
the most generally accepted indicator of socioeconomic sta- 
tus is ''median family income*" Even t^fore analysis begins 
on this pointy it shmsld be noted that this indicator Is far 
from perfect p either conceptually or empirically* Concep- 
tually t median family income indicates only part of the 
overall wealth of families or Individuals , and the sources 
of income — whether wages ^ salaries » dividends > or pensions — 
are not identified in it* Empirically, median family Income 
as Identified in the censuses is only an estimate of income, 
since nwich Income is unreported or distorted* In the 
U^S. Census of Population it is estimated that in sora^' 
localities &C. much as 25 percent of the population declined 
to answer the Incouie question* 

The hope is that such data distortions are equally and 
r.mdomiy distributed throughout the counties p so that county 
comparisons are still possible and reasonably accurate • 
Most analysts believe that the comparative patterns found 
using o^dian family income are about right, even if the 
artual dollar figures may be unreliable. The indicator is 
widely used, therefore, largely because It is readily avail- 
able and does have a degree of face validity for comparing 
one locality to another on socioeconomic f5tatus* 

by b 3 
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The sedlaii faaily lacoae* of course » means that it is 
the middle inecmey vith one-half of the fcMdlliee receiv^log 
greater income and cme-half receiving leas* In i^neral, for 
large mti^rs of frailles^ such as all fradLUes in a cmin- 
tyt the i^ian incc^ level approximates ttw mean (or aver- 
age) Income, as liell as the mdal inc<»» (the incoi^ level 
received by the largest muriier of f ml lies) » Figure 26 
presents the average of the median frally income for the 
counties in each acuity type from 19!H) through 1980, aid 
figure 27 presents the same data ^Justed to the 1980 level 
using the ccmsuser price tn40% as ttw adjuster* 

As expected, the unadjusted data in figure 26 stmr 
considerable growth in tlm median family income betneen 1950 
and 1980 In all county types # Figure 27 for the adjusted 
data displays a similar pattern of groifth betwMm 1950 and 
1970, but then a slight decline since 1970« In most cases, 
th(tf'"^4ian family inco^ doubled betueen 1950 and 1970. 
Thus, income thrtmghout all the counties far excee<ted Infla* 
tkon up to 1970 but fell slightly below inflation following 
4?70. 



V Anothep distinguishing feature of figure 27 is that 
mosK ^ ^ £.'''^'^6 cminty types maintained their rank order 
throughout these three decades* The two sets of metropol- 
itan counties began this period at the top of the raiA order 
and ended at the top* The only county types to change posi- 
tion were types 4 and 5, and the shift occurred tettreen 1960 
and 1970. Probably this shift happened because of the 
greater commuting patterns to metropolitan counties by the 
work force of type 5 counties, whereas type 4 counties, due 
to their lower rates of coimauting, had to rely more strictly 
on their own resources for their family income growth* 
Similar patterns are also found below with regard to poverty 
and affluence* Having a larger population engaged in com- 
muting, therefore, gives these rural counties a definite 
socioeconomic edge over otherwise comparable counties with 
lower rates of coraiuting* 

^ The im^st disturbing feature of figure 27 is that rural 
counties tended to fall behind metropolitan counties in 
thel r f ami ly InconK^ growth rates over these three decades . 
In 1980 real-dollar terms, the gap between the most rural 
counties and the downstate metropolitan counties (%rhich had 
the lowest and highest Incomes, respectively, throughout 
this period) increased from around $3,600 in 1950 to Just 
over $6,150 In 1980* This difference represents about a 60 
percent higher rise in Income in three decades for iMtropol-- 
ttan people over the most rural people* Similar but smaller 
gaps can also be observed in figure 27 for the other rural 
county types. Put another way, this $2,550 per year differ- 
ence represents a 10 to 15 percent higher Income per year 
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Figure 26. Medfon Family Income 
In Counfy Types 1-6, New York Stafe, 1950-1980 
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Figure 27. Median Fomiiy Income Adjusted to 
1980 Dollars by the Consumer Price Index 
in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 
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for netropolitan faailles (depending upon which base is 
used). Put still another way, it represents an average 
$76 » 500 difference in total faaily incoae over these thirty 
years. Perhaps the cost of living in metropolitan areas is 
soimrhat higher, so that there is sone equallKatl^n between 
these incoaes. But the fact of the differences still re- 
mains to be explaitMKi, understood, and responded to by 
policymakers. For exonple, the costs of certain essential 
goods and services such ^ fuel, clothing, transportation, 
and food are generally higher in rural than in iM!tropolltan 
C4^unties. 

^ In general, these changes in a»dlan family inc<MK! 
might have been expected because they parallel the occupa- 
tional changes noted in the discussion of the tertiary sec- 
tor above. As seen back in figure 17, th& nul^r and pro- 
portion of the state's work force ^ployed la managerial and 
professional occupaticHis (irtiich are generally the better- 
paying occupations) increased up to 1970,^ and then leveled 
off in 1980 (in part, as noted in the disdussion of figure 
17, because of changes in the census definitions of the 
categories / so that the 19^ data for professionals are 
underestimated compared to 1970). In any case, over the 
three decades rural areas are increasingly lagging behind on 
this Important indicator of family econcM^c well-being* The 
gap between the county types is increasing. 

Bdtacatlom. Since socioeconomic status Itself Is often 
conceived as a ccmblnatlon of income, occupation, and educa- 
tion, figure 28 presents data on the percentage of the popu- 
lation over twenty-five years of age irtio have completed one 
or more years of college. The patterns in these data also 
approximate the Income and occupation data, except that they 
show a steeper trend toward higher education between 1970 
and 1980. About 13 percent of the adult population had 
attended at least some college in 1950. The proportion 
Increased to about 16 percent by 1960, to 21 percent by 
1970, and to 30 percent by 1980. The dramatic Increase for 
the college at tenders In 1980 Is undoubtedly due to the 
larger number of young people with better education entering 
adult ranks. In turn, this Increase Is probably a result of 
the increased wealth of families to support young people in 
college, and to the ready availability of the State Univer- 
sity of New York (SUNY) system. Including connunlty col- 
leges, to the students. More New Yorkers have college 
experience now than ever before in the state's history. 
Furthermore, the general trends are found in all county 
types. Each county type shows increasing proportions of 
adults with higher education experience. 

Nonetheless, the rural counties have lower proportions 
of their adult populations with college experience than do 
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Figure 28. Pereenfagd of Persons Aged 25 
and Over Completing Some College or More 
In Counfy Types 1-6. New York Stafe, 1950-1980 
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the netropolltsn counties. Moreover , the gap has Increased 
throtighout the last thirty years. In 1980 the gap had 
beasae a difference of 6.5 percentage points between the 
netropolltan and the most rural counties. In other words, 
around 25 percent sore adults In metropolitan counties than 
In rural counties have soaie college in their personal back- 
grounds • 

Such a large difference undoubtedly gives people fro® 
netropolitac counties nuaerous advantages in the coapeticion 
for better Jobs. It night also retard the success of rural 
counties and rural people In taking ^vantage of the changes 
occurring in New York's shift towrard a postimiustrial ser- 
vice econoBy as the economic base. 

Such an inconsistency is both an individual and a 
structural problea. It is an individual problem because 
relatively aore highly educated people find greater ©aploy- 
aent opportunities cflopatlble with their education level In 
netropolltan settings, aad tterefore can easily beccme frus- 
trated with their work situation in rural localities. It is 
a structural problea because investssent policies of institu- 
tions say not be making the «Mt creative use of the educa- 
tional quality of the available labor force. It is also a 
rural problem because rural counties lag behind metropolitan 
counties on the skills associated with college education. 

Qse^kLoyaemt. Another way of looking at Issues of 
socioecooomlc status aiul personal well-being is in terms of 
the lower ends of the distributions — the percentages of the 
population unemployed who are looking for work and the per- 
centages in poverty. Figure 29 presents data for the per- 
centage unemployed, and figure 30 presents data for the 
percentages in poverty. Figure 29 shows a slightly shifting 
unemployment pattern between 1950 and 1980. In 1950, down- 
state metropolitan counties had the highest percentage 
unemployed, with the most rural counties second, follomd by 
virtually identical rates in the remaining county types. By 
1960 a different pattern emerged, which has been followed 
since then. Downstate metropolitan counties had the lowest 
percentage unemployed, the moat rural counties had the high- 
est — about 50 percent higher than downstate — and the remain- 
ing counties fell in between. 

A second important observation about figure 29 con- 
cerns the high levels of unemployment found in New York in 
1980. They are the highest not only in these three decades, 
but actually since the Great Depression of the 1930s. Part 
of the reason for this situation is undoubtedly the general 
national trend which started during the la:e 19708, and 
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Figure 29. Percentage of Labor Force Unempio/ed 
In Counfy Types 1-6, New York Stole, 1950-1980 
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probably has to do nith cha shlf clfig of tba aecondary Maau* 
facturlng sector over to ^itooatioa (and la sow caaea out 
of the state and country)* 

As la figure 9 earlier » another reason for the higlwr 
une^lo3rmnt rat^ in rural arei» is that marly all avail- 
able faaily ^idwrs in Aa»rica in general and Neir York in 
{lartlcular are altering tte labor force for ^iloyBent*^ 
including wmm acul older y<mth# il^riea is a cash ecmi* 
oay» Caah is needed^ Peofile mist iforh for the cash. They 
kiKMf iCt tl»y u«nt It^ tiey nm0d it (especially in eccmimic 
turd tlj»s), and they do work for it* Tills ci»blnation— 
«>re people worfclng and wanting to vork at the S4^ tine 
that labor-lntenaive M»mfacturii% and faroing jobs are dis- 
appearing—probably explains the high unasployeent rates* 

Moreover » the fact that unenployment rates are higher 
in rural counties than in iKtropolitan counties indicates 
that the move to the tertiary sector in the rural cminties 
as the new form of economic base is lagging tehlnd this move 
In the metropolitan counties* There is w> question that 
rural counties should seek as many sianuf acturlng Jote as 
they can* But there is also no questicm that a fundan^ntal 
change Is occurring In tte United States in terms of the 
automation » intematlcmalisatlonp and deindustrlallaati<m of 
America* This fonda^ntal change must be accc»panied by new 
ways of thinking about economic production and the distribu*-* 
tlon of f#ealth* Othervlse» it appears that the more rural 
counties vill bear tte brunt of the dislocations caused by 
these basic structural (as ifell as cyclical) shifts in 
national and state economies* 

It should be noted that the {K^rcentage underemployed 
generally follons the same pattern as the percentage unem- 
ployed^ although no consistent trend data from 1950 to 1980 
are available for counties on this Indicator* The percent- 
age underemployed— through part-*tlfw employment and through 
having educational levels iiiell above average for a given 
occupation — is roughly double the unasployment rate* Alsot 
the unemployment of young people under twenty-five is gen-* 
erally double the unemployiitt^nt rates of other adults* 

If such findings apply here» then a considerable pro- 
portion of the labor force in most rural counties was under- 
employed or unemployed in 1980* Indeed » the situation was 
reaching disaster proportions* Even if it is "only** second 
and third members of families who are unemployed or under- 
employed, the disaster might still have been imminent be- 
cause so many families found It possible and desirable to 
Live on two or more family members ' IncOTes during the 
sixties and seventies* Consequent ly, in a society which has 
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strongly enciMsragedi iieople to eonavmB heyoad their aeans* 
tmilles are nam not prepared to live oa cmly otm lucom* 

Wamextfm Fig^e 30 j^esaats data for tte j^mitagea 
oi people In poiratrty* Since tlie aijidle l^te, tf» U.S. 
Departsrat of Agricalture hae coopnted a teeennial index <^ 
poverty* In essence* it is based <m the fISOA's ^mceptim 
of hov mxch maeif is oecMMary in oi;;er to live a healtlqr 
Ufe» with adeqeate food» clothing, and shelter* For 1960» 
the break-point level for poverty was put at $3,000 or less 
for a faaily of four; in 1970 it was $4,000 or less for a 
f rally of four; and in 1980 it was $7,500 or less for a 
faaily of foar. The data in figwe 30 are the percentages 
of foBilies below each oaa of ttese levels* Our data did 
not take into amsideration faaily sise and were not stan- 
dardised to follies of four* Still, they are cooparable to 
the USOA index which was calculated for families by county 
only for 1970 and 1980. Figure 30 also shows a coapntation 
for 1950 based an the percentage of f rallies which had a 
total faaily incoee of $2,000 or less* 

Figure 30 shows that in general poverty has decreased 
considerably in New York over the last thr^ decades* 
Still, in the dowDstate aetropolitan counties since 1960 
poverty declined very little, and haa actually increased 
since 1970. In 1950, over cnie-third of frailies in the aost 
rural counties were in poverty; now less than half that 
percentajie (16 percent) are below the poverty level* The 
reaainin^t counties also hsve shcnm ctecreaaes in the percen- 
tage in poverty by approxinately on»-half of their 1950 
levels* Now less than 15 percent of titose counties' fami- 
lies are still in poverty* The upstate aetropolitan coun- 
ties and their neighbors with high comsuting and emm urban- 
ization show the least poverty — at 10.6 percent and 11*2 
percent — while the au>st rural and the downs tate aetropolitan 
counties show the greatest, at 16.0 percent and 16.3 per- 
cent . 

In any ca«e» In 1950 the gap between the noat rural 
county type, nhich had the Boat poverty , and the one irlth 
the leaat poverty was approxisately aeventeen percentage 
points. By 1980 that gap had been reducftsd to approxioately 
six percentage points* In other nordSt the poverty that 
once occurred overvtelaingly in Nev Tork^s rural cminties is 
now distributed sore evenly throughout the state • 

The most disturbing trend in the whole figure p of 
course f is the actual increase in poverty aoong the down- 
state Betro{N>litan countiesp trom 12*8 to 16*3 percent 
during the last decade* Various reports indicate that 
increases in percentages of faoiilles in poverty have been 
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Figure 30. Percentage of Families in Poverty 
In County Types 1-6, New York Stats» 1950-1980 
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widespread throughout the population since 1980. If this is 
a new trend, it would reverse the tread in fi^re % of a 
decrease in this ioportant indicator of tamilf nell-being, 
and should be a natter of great concern to policynakers in 
all ^vem8»ntal jurisdictions. 

Aff Inrace* Another issue associated with the distri- 
bution of incooe should be noted* Although the percentages 
of families In poverty have declined in the various county 
types over the last thr^ ^cades, the distribution of 
affluence has hardly changed at all. Figure 31 presents 
data on an indicator of affluence for the various county 
types. Affluence here was defined sonawiiat arbitrarily as 
the percentage of faailies with a total faally incooe of 
$3,000 or aore in 1950. $10,000 or wore in 1960, $15,000 or 
oore in 1970. aad $30,000 or aore in 1980. These levels put 
an aggregate average of slightly over 20 percent of the 
population in affluence for every county type in every ti«e 
period (except I960, when an average of only 17 percent was 
defined as the break-point because data for those with 
$8,000 or wore were not readily available froo computer 
tape). 

IWo aspects of the data in figure 31 are especially 
noteworthy. First is the astonishing growth in the absolute 
incooe which is necessary in order to aggregate 20 percent 
of faailies into the affluent category. Froo only $5,000 
or oore being defined as affluence In 1950, in 1980 *t took 
a total faolly income of $30,000 or aore In order to be 
defined as affluent (that is, to be in the top 20 percent of 
all faailies in tew York). According to 1980 constant dol- 
lars, using the consuaer-prlce-index adjuster, $30,000 In 
1980 Is indeed greater than $5,000 in 1950 by about $17,000 
In 1980 real-dollar tetas. This extent of Incoae growth In 
only a thirty-year period is Just short of airaculous. 
Probably no other eoaparable period in all of history has 
achieved so auch wealth for so many people In so short a 
tlae as has this period In the history of New York State as 
It Boves froa an Industrial society to a postlndustrial 
society. 

A second noteworthy aspect of figure 31 Is aore dis- 
turbing. During the last three decades the county types 
have not changed their rank ordering, or even narrowed the 
gap between thea to any appreciable degree. Downstate 
metropolitan counties had the greatest percentage In afflu- 
ence In 1950 (around 30 percent), and they still had the 
greatest percentage In affluence In 1980 (around 28 per- 
cent). Likewise, the aost rural counties had the lowest 
percentages of faailies In affluence in 1950 (around 13 
percent), and still had In 1980 (around 12 percent). Thus, 
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Figure 31. Pereentoge of Families In Affluence 
In Counly Typm t-$» New York Stale, 1950-1980 
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even If the moat mral aad Ctw aosc 8»ctopoUCftii councids 
had sisilar proportions In poverty In their cmiaties, their 
relative affluence tms drraatleally different. 

One ioplicatlon of these data Is that the contlouing 
affluence of those in aetropolitan counties througtuMst these 
last three decade In all likelihood serves to enhance and 
reinforce the sealtli and influence of the affluent in aetro- 
politan areas over state axtd regfenal deeisi^ of all 
kinds. The contlattlng wealth of the neaitiif eoables then to 
consolidate their influence through institutionalized struc- 
tures iriierebjr they gain diffexeatlal aetess to Visions in 
a variety of settings* Thus se^ wealth protebly bec<»es 
one of the bases for tte eoatinaiag dmainance hf people «td 
institutions in natropolitan areas (and their ianediate 
suburbs } over what happras la the rural hinterlands. 

overall data on &oeloeco(MMBic status, then, fn^sast reasona' 
biy consistent findings about Vem York county types. Metro- 
politan counties have higher oedlM Int^msa, a greater pro- 
portion of fatal lies in affluence, oore college-educated 
adults p acre (upper-middle-class ) nanagerlal and profes- 
sional-technical positions, and lower uneBplojriient rates 
than the rural counties. Tte extent of their socioeconomic 
resources is consonant with their industrial influent, even 
If downs tat e aetropolitan counties are ateot equal with the 
aost rural cmmties in proportimis of people in poverty. 
The oost rural c<Minties consistently lag behind the others 
on each of these indicators. Sooetlnes they are not very 
far behind, but they are behind nevertheless. Tte issue is 
certainly more serious tecause tte gaps grew thrmighout this 
period. 

These data, then, round out trends noted In the previ- 
ous section (m enploysent snd industrial sectors. Indus- 
trial trends in New York show that tte planning, control, 
and aanageaent sectors are ftMind disproporticmately in the 
metropolitan counties, and this gap too appears to be grow- 
ing. On this basis, it was expected ttet »etropolit«i coun- 
ties would also show disproportionate growth in accumilating 
socioecononic resources. Tte data in figures 26 through 31 
definitely support this expectatira. On five of tte six 
indicators of socioeconcMaic sttsinirant, tte gap is growing 
tetween rural and netropolltan counties for tte period from 
1970 to 1980, and on four of tte six indicators fron 1950 to 
1980. It is proteble ttet ttese trends are continuing into 
tte present. Thus, it is also proteble ttet people in rural 
New York as a whole are comparatively not as well off today 
as ttey were earlier in this telf century, even if fewer are 
currently in poverty. 
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There Is no qoestioa that mal Itew Torkers ace get-* 
ting rieiier mi nearly all the atondard aaasures of aoeio- 
ecoaoalG acatos* Bitt ebar^ ia also «» ^lestioa that people 
in oetcopoUtaa eowitlea ace» in general and caaparativaly, 
Inereaaing dhBir so^oeeonsaie resonrces faster tfwa people 
in rural comitias are ioereaaiag tiieira. Tlie aitnation is 
not, is gmral, tiiat the richer oetropolltan counties—- 
Qg the tera "ri^ier" here ce sta^ fw aU the ia^eat<ws 
socioeeoaonic attainBOit^-Tare getting rldtmr MXa the 
poorer rwal eomtim are gettl^ poorw* But it ia tl» 
all nation that, in geoer^, the richer «etn^litan comities 
(esi«eeially the upstate antropolitra cooatiea) are getting 
ricl»r faster than the poorer rural comities ace getting 
ridier. This grmxli^ ine^ty hetveoi the setropolitan and 
rural eeuatias betueen 19S0 «id 19M in both industrial 
control and socieecoaoBic attaitment should definitely be a 
cauae for comem a«mg all pelicyadcers «mceriMd with tin 
well-being of people in New York. 

s 

( 
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Figure 32. Peneentoge of Occupied DweiRng 
Unite with bidocr Plumbing 

In Coutify Types t-S» New Yertc SMb^ 1950-1980 




?• V&nemal aoA Social Vell'-Befqg Ttaote 



Seversi lodicstoro of personal and soeial ipell'-'being 
have becoae standard tecwtae of their is^Kirtance for differ^ 
eat areas of life, their relative accnraey of aeasitrenent , 
and their gmeral availability for ^mlysis* Thero are the 
percentage of oectqpied duelling ratits idilch have indoor 
pli«8bing. Infant oortality rates» suicide rates » hoalcide 
rates, bm^A the percentage of adults niw have disrated 
oarriages* fhese indicators tap tl» iam»rtant life-lssae 
areas of hoosingy fodly fonMtion» personal ali«iati<Ni« 
crime, and personal crises* They certainly affect the 
well-being of maay people in every locality in the state. 

Womatx^m Figure 32 Reseats the percenti^M of dwell- 
ings i^ch hsve ind(M>r plinbii^. Alt^igh thrae data way 
not be the west desirable as a oeasure of Imising quality » 
they certainly represent a niniimia level of housing qual- 
ity. Horeover, the definitions of the indlcaCor have 
changed over the years. In 1950, a single census ite» 
reported whether the dwelling unit had "hot running water, 
private toilets, and was m»t dilapidatai.'' Part of tli» gsp 
in the distribution of the data in figure 32 for 1950 is 
undoubtedly a result of the lack of training and standardi- 
sation aatmg interviewers in waking their estiaate of wheth- 
er a given house was "dilapidated •* In 1960 the census 
reported whether the htmse tod "all pluabio^ facilities." 
By 1980, a battery of questions was used to determine hous- 
ing quality. The data presented here for 1980 are based 
on the single itew of whether the house had indoor toilet 
facilities, which is certainly a core item on housing 
quality* 

The patterns in figure 32 are quite clear, niey Indi- 
cate a Barked fnprovenent in housing quality in the last 
three decades (even taking into accoi»t changing defini- 
tions). By 1980 over 95 percent of dwelling units in all 
county t3rpes hsd indoor toilet facllitiea, whereas rural 
counties had only between M and 70 percent neeting sinilar 
housing criteria in 1950. In general, this aspect of tous- 
Ing is no longer a aajor probles in New York State, although 
other aspects may be, such as the miaber of persons per room 
In a dwelling unit. 
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Ix^mii WaxtatUMy» Figure 33 proMmts trei^s <m inf mt 
B»rtallty as a percoatoi^ of live births in the vsrioos 
cotmty types* Xofant aortality heve tosbs that the child 
dies within aaa ^sar of being borp* The rates in figure 33 
are also averag^ over a thrm-jpMr period for each census 
year in order to achieve additional accuracy (except for 
1950 etere there «bs only a two-year average)* The pattern 
in fi^Ke 33 is ^te dear* Since 19S0» infant aortolity 
has been declining in all parts of the state at a steady 
rate* Xnde^» by 1980» the overall infant MMrtaUty rate 
1188 abottt cme-llalf of its 19S0 rate» and now wrerages aboot 
12 deaths per 1000 live births. Since 1970 the m between 
the comities has ineremd* bat largely becanse tjrpe 5 of 
the rural coonties redoeed their ratea so draeatically. to 
8*7 infant deatto per 1000 live births » while downstate 
gntropolitan rates deeltimA to only 13*8 infwit deaths per 
1000 Uve births. 

* 

In general, these infant aortality rates are coa^ar" 
able not only with the best in the United States, but even 
with the best in the world* Farther policy attention nay be 
helpful in the downstate ontropolitan localities, however, 
wteTO access to weU-telqr clinics aai hmpitals ob well as 
dietary and other obstetrical information may be aore limit- 
ed. It should be noted that issues of access refer both to 
the physical presence of facilities and to the aotivation of 
notbers to use the facilities* Such issues are well known 
in the oetropolltan comities, even if downstate counties 
have not entirely solvit tte problem* Mmy aotfitfrs, eepe- 
daily those in poverty families, are nuch less likely to 
use available aedical facilities* It nay be that both parts 
of access to nedical facilities — physical as well as notiva- 
clonal — are problem In certain of New York's counties* 

Swiclde* Figure 34 presents trends on suicide rates 
In the various county types. Suicide is the oost extreme 
neans of eacape from personal alienation, but it is well 
known that localities with high suicide ratea are aleo plac- 
es with high alcohol Isa rates and deaths due to cirrhosis of 
the liver* Suicides are not mrely isolated incidents, 
therefore, but are intertwined with a series of social con- 
ditions. Older, often lonely adults, divorced and separated 
women » and young people are especially prone to suicide in 
our society. The rates shown In figure 34 fluctuate soae- 
what by county type, probably because data for three-year 
averages were not readily available. 

Three patterns are easily discernible frtm figure 34. 
First, suicide rates declined in Sew York State between 1950 
and 1980; second— perhaiM surprisingly to soae ofwervers — 
setropolltan counties have consistently lower suicide rates 
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Figurs 5S» Intoit Morlcillly (Thiw-Year Avmge) 

|Mir One ThouMfid Uv« BIrttis 
In County lypis 1-6. Ntw Yorfc I9$0-1980 
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Figure 34« Number of Suteldds 
p«r Hundred ThouMnd Persons 
In County Typee l-O* Kew Yofk SHHe. IfSO-lMO 
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than rural eotsatias; mid, third, gaps beetieaa emxatj types 
with tha lowest rates and the highest rates ha^s eonsist^t- 
ly narrowftd sioee 1950* 

The drastic changes in d ec l ini ng siiici^ rates 
between 1950 and 1970 tooh place priMrily in the rural 
coenties* On the average, the aetropoUtan cooaties sfaoif a 
d^rease of oalj tso deal^ p^ 100,000- is these 0«» dee- 
mdm, «^le the aote roral eomttieB teve sacra a decroMe of 
ahottt Sim per I00,000« FroiB the staa^iat of personal 
alienation, therefore, one coold argtte that rural eoimties 
becaae, for a period, sore attractive places to live, while 
the attractiveness (in tenas of this form of low personal 
alienation) in BBtropolitan eoimties did not diange very 
nieh. It should also he noted that these suicide rates 
again cooipare favorably to those found generally in the 
United States and the rest of the world* 

A disturbing feature in figure 34, however, is the 
trend in all of the six county types for increasing suicide 
rates between 1970 and 1980* Since suicide rates histori- 
cally te^ to decrease during tiauss <^ eecMMsie OKprasiim 
and increase during tiowa of ectmooic recessi<m, the pattern 
of data shown in figure 34 fits well with the pattern of 
■edian faaily incone growth and de c li n e 1& 1980 real dol- 
lars, presented in figure 27 above. Expansions and &pres- 
sions of the business cycle — reflected in fluctuationa in 
personal financial well-being — create parallel impacts on 
the feelings of Individuals* These generallsstloos are 
certainly supported by the data for New York couUties* 

■oaicide. Figure 35 presents trends on hoaicide rates 
for the six county types. In Mew York State, as in the 
United States acre generally, hoaicides have been increasing 
since Vorld Var I£, probably partly due to the war training 
of young sales and to the boon of young people since 1950. 
Honicldes are rasociated with a variety of crises of vio- 
lence, and generally are conitted by Mies under age 
thirty. Hoaicides In theaselves are serious enough, but 
they also indicate other aspects of violence and fear of 
violence in society. Tluis hoaicides represent a grave 
social problea both for the authorities and for aany indi- 
viduals — especially lonely el^rly people — as they attrapt 
to cope fd.th the violence around thos anJ the fears induced 
by such violence. 

The seriousness of the problea In New York is easily 
seen In figure 35. Again, the data were for individual 
years rather than three-year averages. It is clear in fig- 
ure 35 that hoaiclde rates have aore than doubled In all 
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Figure 35. Number of Homtetdee 
per Hundred Thousand Persons 
bi Ceunfy T^ies t-e. New Ywk $iot^ 19M-tM0 
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county types since 1950. Tlw asst dramatic rise has bee& la 
dovnafcate aetci^iitaa eo«Hities« nAmte hoaicide rates liava 
mece tlun <^tadra^d aii^ I960* and ace tim higfeest rates 
of aU. at 18»0 tmv IIK>»000. ftarai rates^ too» doubled by 
1980 conparevl to 1950; bat ttey have not cone anywlicre close 
to resiling the dmatieally bi|^ prapwrtiooB of downstate 
■atropolitan ratea, eliere about five booicides per day are 
recorded* 

Botticide rates historically tun abont one-third tim 
rate for suicides. Unlike suicide rates, h o ntcide rates 
tend to increase during tines of ecooonic espansion and 
decline during econoaic recession (with a short lag peri- 
oo). Historically, also, hoaieide rates tend to rise the 
faatest tilwre there ace aaay yowig nalea living in places 
with Bttch affluence and celatively little poverty. 

Iod^» fignce 35 ahows that thm patterns ace found 
during these three decsdes in rural New Tocfc as well as in 
the oetropolitM counties. Hetropolitsn counties differed 
f COS the historical pattern in that hoaieide rates centiimed 
to increaae froa 1970 to 19(K), despite the plateau md slow 
reversal in the business cycle for this period. Still, froa 
1970 to 1980 the growth in effluence (soae of it was real 
even if artificially induced by inflation) relative to 
poverty in the aetropolitan counties (seen in figure 30 and 
31 above) ai^ the increasing nuabers of young aM.ts in the 
aetropolitan countiea apparently kept hoaieide rates in- 
creasing in the aetropolitsn counties. 

People in the lower socioeconoaic brockets (especially 
lower-paid young people) feel cooaiderable relative depriva- 
tion during ec<moaic expwMi(m'--ao tt» theory goes— mid take 
out their frustrations on each other in various foras of 
violence, including hoaieide. During tines of recession, 
greater persmal tepressiw about finmcial md car^r ccm*- 
ditions apparently induces aoce people to eosnit suicide, 
but hoaieide tends to decrease. Vith the imoertain current 
econoaic situation in the Onited States and Hew Tork In 
particular, and with the baby-booo cohort becoaing older 
adults, there aight be a reversal in these trends during the 
present decade. In fact, sons recently reported data find 
lower hoaieide rates for the whole Onited States, in support 
of this reversing trend. If the suicide and hoaieide pat- 
terns hold for Hej Tork, then the Iraaicide rate» for aetro- 
politan countiea too nay start teclining. 

In othsr words, there appears to be soae trade-off in 
the dynaaics of suicide and hoaici^ ratea. As one goes up, 
the other goes down, and vice versa. To counter a rise in 
either rate nay require siailar public-policy solutions in 
the long run, but probably different solutions in the short 
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nm. On the tela of el» above theory and data» the aoet 
effective Img-m soUtioii «oald sees to to stahtUee 
ttehusinesa cyela in « petteni of aodest aad Img-teta 
gEowth» nd to cedttee the Ineqtteiltiee betiie^ the of finest 
aod the poor» espeeieUy ia eomtira esffering froa the 
greatest iaeqnlties* This soltttioa should at least be a 
goal, and Intereedlate steps towrd this goal should be 
foraaOat^ mtA ttikm ia order to handle tte suicide and 
hoaicide probtoM. 

The basic short-rtm solotions fomulated tlma far in 
our society have teen to iocreaae poUce-force aise to coun- 
ter the ho«ieides» m4 a variety of eoonaeUng services to 
counter suicides* ThMO prograaa are aorely attaekiag sy^ 
toas ratlMT thmi fimdaaeatal eauaea. If they «orfc, of 
course, they should be exported; especially in tiaes of 
rises in suicide or hoaieide rates. It is probahls» hoir- 
ever, that other solittioas should be forMated mA i^e- 
aented, perhapa m the baaia of further resesrdi. Any solu- 
tion takea poUtical coaaitaoat and alU, which depend upon 
a eoo^lex balanM of eeapetii^ interests ma cMt-effective 
poUcy options* Bven thongh the hoaicide problmi is ex- 
treaely severe—especially in the dmmstate aetropoUtan 
counties— political considerations and lack of research 
on cost-effective strategies to deal with the problea aay 
prevent any effeeti|re prograas froa being iapleaented to 
coabat it* Moreover, a downturn in the business cycle, 
along with the reduced noabers of young adults, aay appear 
to Bake the hoaicide problea go anay, at least until the 
next econ<»ic «q»tarn« 

Itarital diasuptloa* The final indicator considered in 
this report is the one on aarital disruptions. It is aeas- 
ured here ss the percentage of people who are separated, 
divorced, or ifido««d, of those who were ever asrrled. 
Although apparently soae people find that to get out of a 
oarrlage is Uberating, even they experience a nuaber of 
personal criaea In the necessary adjustaents, at leaat 
during the process of leaving and often for a conaiderable 
period thereafter. For soae it is downright traoaatic, 
coBparable to the death of a spouse. 

In these data, death of a spouse generally aceotmts 
for over half of the aarital disruptions. The data obvloua- 
ly, then, ^nderestlaate the extent of aarital disruption in 
New York. Moat people who experience aarital disruption due 
to separation and divorce actually aarry again. To 'find an 
average of around 20 percent currently disrupted of those 
who were ever aarried, as the data in figure 36 shows, does 
not uncover the percentage who ever experienced aoae fore of 
aarital disruption. Most observers put this percentage at a 
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«tteli Uglier idval— pmllily tmiem m Mgh «8 tte pereantoges 
Btrnm in figure 36— trtM» all £<mpm oi ai^tel disc^ptl<m ace 
couatad* 

Figttve 36 ^aa^tta crrada 4n oarieal diantpticiia for 
the dlffar^e eooacy CiPpea. Tfae data a dear tr«id 
toward IsereMiiig aarital diari^ieaat at ap^casiaataly 
eqoal ratee for ^ t^ cotmty ^pip«k» «lth doaaattfe a^ro- 
^litaa oomtiea ahevliig eoaaidaraMlr tilghar ratea titan tlia 
reat f ros 1^ to 199(k* k diatisgnlafci^ featare of f igiore 
36 la tte eloaasMo of tlia eoaaty tfpm String tteae three 
deeate. The gap hetiie«i the« for 19S0» 1960» aad 1970 wm 
arott^ tao peremtanei pelnte* &aA IneroMod mdy to arowd 
aix percesti^ pointa in 1980* 

Tbeae fotm of |>er8«mal eria^* thm, are Increasing 
throoghout New Torh* and ioereaaiag aboat-aqtially aaeng all 
upstate eotmty typea» hat still being led by the downatate 
ratea* That tt» warltal diam^tioa ratea are reaching 
levels of hetwMi IK> mid 25 peremt of tte p^nlatiott-^i^ 
inereaaiog— ia not to he tate lightly. Swch eriaea are 
tiae-anu»ning and mervating; they often prodoc» acars, 
even if ittmy people M^rate mA dimree feel that over- 
all tte criaM are finally <WMrth it* AnMrmtly Mritel 
disruptionh are on tte ieereaae* Tte policy iaane la wteth- 
er any £^iti<mal pnhlic progra» will he iaidert4rium to 
alleviate tte pro|^ti<m of peraomal and aoeial trmtaaa and 
disruptions they will generate • 

Damoaal well-heing aiiawsry* Of tte five indicators 
of personal WBll*-teingv froa tte ^rspective of tte state as 
a whole two ahom nore aatiafying treoda-^^dwellings with in-* 
door pluwbing and infant oortalitjrs two are definitely not 
■ore satiafjring— ia«reaaiiig hcradcidMi ami raicidM; md one* 
■arital disrwptieaa, is increaaing in aMgaltttdet tet its 
effects on personal lives and on social life in localities 
are sonewtet rabiguoaa although initially at least traaaa- 
tic* On theae five iadicatora, mral comtiea are gnnerally 
tetter off than netropolitan counties In one (infant aortal- 
ity), tetter off even if experiencing increases on two 
(hoaicides and aarital di8rupti<ms)» abcmt equal in one 
(housing) » si^ wor6<? off in one (suicide)* 

It is probable that these trends hold for places with- 
in counties Just as they teld for tte wtele state* Rural 
places and people are physically distMit froo each otter » 
and this condition has ita effects on tteir personal eao- 
tlonal life ami tetevior* eapecially in ccmtriteting to 
their higter rates of suicide (and alcoholisa). Horeover, 
lower incoae wad education levels, and higher uneaployontt 
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iewls in fwral loeaUtiss aamat Iwlr tec axoeertoce eliese 
aspects of their disi^Kmata^^ situation. 

f^Mpli elessc to the ■ettepoUtsn ports o£ ttw state 
also haiie tfieir troahles* but flMsralXy in lower pro^r- 
tions* Althoni^ betseen 1970 and ino jobs greif conpars- 
tivelf faster in mrai caottties, sad rmai people were 
tetter off teeawM of ^kis« ^ceater socioecoMnie temrds 
and certain aspects of sssoeist^ persmiaX well-being stiil 
aceraed ^ispr«|Mirtieeatel]r to fsople in ■etro^sUtmi coun- 
Aes* Ail three indicators en vHieh aetr^litan people are 
worse off-Hionictdss, infaitt wrtalitff and aarital dtsmp- 
tiotts— are also iseone-related, bet in these caaes related 
to tto distrlhiiftion of incone* Greater p o verty is strongly 
related to infant ■mrtelity* Onenstate Metropolitan ^oen* 
tiM (type. 1) aad coral eemties with liaited <»ban inflci- 
«we Ctype 6> both have the higheat poverty rates and infant 
■ortaUty rates (see figerm 30 md 33) « 

Marital disruptions also are correlated with both 
poverty and af finance* The rich can afford separation and 
divorce, and tte poor do not have strong enoo^ econoaic 
bonds to hold then toother* Downs tate taetropolitan coun- 
ties experienced all three of these cot^tions between 1950 
and 1980-— the highest rs^ of afflnraca, poverty* end- 
perhaps conseqaently— aarital disroptions. Upstate netro- 
politan coontiss have eo^ratively high afflomM and the 
nost rural comtias have coi^aratively high poverty* Both 
of these coonty types also have coaparatively high rates of 
■srital disruption. 

Hoaicides are alao correlated with affluence, poverty, 
and narital dismption* In addition to the hi^ poverty 
rates in certain downatate counties, teth downstate ai|d 
upstate aetropoUtan coonties displ^ the highest rates of 
affluence, aarital disruption, and relative-deprivation 
inequality in income (affluence rates divided by poverty 
irates indicate tte relative deprivation of the poor when so 
aany in a locality are affluent). These two sets of aetro- 
poUtan cmmties alao have tte highest hoaicide rates, at 
lease in part due to ttese factors. In widdition, tte nost 
rural (lialted urban influence) counties (type 6) and rural- 
noncooaoting coonties (type 4) show relatively high hoaicide 
rates throughout 1950 to 1980, due in part at least to their 
CMparatively high rates of poverty and narital disruptitm. 

It should also be noted that aetropoUtan coonties in 
general have higter percentages of tteir populations in tte 
tuenty- to thirty-year-old a^ cohorts. Ttese are the co- 
horts which are aoch aore Ukely to coMit hoaicide. All in 
all, then, as shown in figure 35, the highest hoaicide rates 
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are tomA pvedambimtXy in netropoUtaa couatles, beeanse ie 
Is 1 n ^tliQffe counties where oost of the causal factors con- 
verge. 

It is proteble that hooicide rates raf l^C other forvs 
of violence agalnslt persons In localities, such as child and 
spouse atmse, Jost as suicides reflect alcoholisQ and ea»- 
tlonal <tepres8ioa* It is aXao alinlflcaat tliat these two 
forms of personal crises are found in ^fereiit types of 
cotmtles. In figures 34 and 35, the astropolltan and oost 
rural counties show higher luailelde rates (aggression 
against others), whereas the other three rural county types 
show higlmr rates of suicide (aggression against the self). 
Possibly tte higher suicide rates (or self -oriented aggres- 
sion) are related to the higher unesploysMttt rates in tliese 
rural counties* Self -oriented aggression is often the 
result of feelings of guilt, and at least sooe unemployed 
people do feel guilt about their uwemploy^nt «^ien so many 
others have joha. In contrast , hcmicide is probably due to 
increased frustration and rage in individuals, sad these 
feelings are oore coasm under conditions where a person Is 
enploysd but poor in the midst of many others who are ea- 
ployed and auch richer. 

Such c<Hialderatl<ms as tl»se docmamit how toeqaalitles 
and social probleas interrelate with trends in Industrial 
enploynent and sodoe^HMiolc attalin»nt to produce given 
levels of personal well-being in the various localities 
throughout the state* Tlwse findings call into <itsestion the 
popular theory that lnco«e growth almie enhances quality of 
life in localities* Rather, these data support the conten- 
tion that incooe growth has its most beneficial effects when 
it is distributed more equally throughout a locality, and 
throughout a set of localities, rather than leaving soae 
people poor in the sddst of others who are cooparatlvely 
rich, or that soae people are left uo»sployed when others 
are profitably enployed* 

The issues are not siaply suicide, tumieide, and aari- 
tal disruption. These phenoaena are just the synptoss of 
underlying problems* They are the aost aanifest fonm of 
aany prevalent and underlying feelings and behaviors associ- 
ated with rage, alcoholisa, depression, and other foxas of 
physical and eaotlonal alnise of self and others* Affluence 
alone, according to these data, is not im inmi later froa 
these abusive feelings and behaviors* Indeed, it can both 
directly and indirectly contribute to thea. 

On the basis of such considerations, trends in 
inequalities and their effects require close aonitoring 
by policyaakers* It appears that several significant 
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l^^Utl^ aamlatmA with people's wsll-belag m la 
^Qger of coatiimiiig into thm txmxityiltBt centwsf in Hew 
York State, tke data in figures 27 throogh 36 shoif clearly 
tliat even In tt^ n^t wesitl^ oi stateet ioec^aUtiea amxig 
people li^ not ^een aseUovated in the last thrae droaies. 
Certainif t the effects of ine^Uty— if not the strttetitral 
eoaditiona causing ineqaality— Bust he ameliorated by rele- 
vant aoA effective pohlie policies in orde^ to ealiance qual- 
ity of life tbron^wut the state as Rew York aoves tomd 
the tuenty-firSt century* 



ill 



Ibis rei^rt has ^msA at respimdif^ Co Abrafam 14a- 
coin's advie^^ tlisc we slwold first sscevtsln "niiitiier «e 
are tending*'^ so tbat m caa tlwn detoraine aiiera ae wtrnt to 
and how to get there. The report ewmrfimd jtr*Tids on 
thirty^-six fadicat«m for sla differeat tjrpes of coaatlM in 
nam Tork State* flie sise comsy tfpM ineladed two astro- 
politan sets of nine eoaaties eaeiit one dovnstate elosteriag 
aroiaid Heir Torfc Cit7» apd the i^hat apstate laqfeiy f ollotr- 
ing the Mem tkxmmf item Uem York Gltf to Boffalo» with 
BiaghaMon os the SootAiem Tier aa the oae erceptida* The 
four sets of roral eonaties aere groined i^er varying 
degree of arban infloeaoe. High-coaBoting eoonties <«here 
20 per^^cntt or aere of the aork force c oM u te oi^ide the 
county for eiBplt^mit) md with larger incorporated places 
In thea (of 10»000 people or aore) aere considered to be 
tmder the greatest urhaa inflaoice; their opposites aere 
under the least arban infloence. The other tao types of 
counties t of ecNsrse, fell betaran them extreaes* 

The trends in socioeomoaic i^icators idilch aere 
eiceained provide a basis for a series of responses on the 
issue of ahither ae are tending. Tte key issue is whether 
there is a consistent and identifiable pattern in the direc- 
tions in which rural Hew York is heading. Trenda eaaal ned 
indo^ indicatora of chants in population aise and age 
structure » work force and industrial structure, socioeco- 
noalc attainaent, and personal well-being. 

Ovarwiaw of the trenda* Our data ahew changes, often 
rapid , that occurred between 1950 and 1980; undoubtedly, 
changes continue to occur. Virtually no figure shows sta- 
bility. Even in those figures reporting on noahers of 
people— which appear in tte graphs to show reas<mable sta- 
bility — the chimges in the actual ntnters are oo^C often 
quite large. Trend lines in the vast majority of cases show 
clear, often draaatic, patterns between 1950 and ,1^80, witfi ^ I 
aany shifts probably continuing into the twenty-first cen- ' 
tury. f / 

A second aajor conclusion is that socioecon^c trends 
In Hew York's rural counties are increaaiagly siailar in a ' 
nuaber of iaportant ways to those occurring in its astro- / 
politan counties. On all but two of the 36 indicators 
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(populaeioa site aad poptOatloa ^mmltf heltm tfae escep- 
Clons), trends in rural coantles parallel those in at least 
one of tlie aetropoUtan tjrpea of co«nit£M* fiis data almw 
chat pattanis in ntral cotmfeies axe dlfforM from setro- 
poUtmi cottnties in only the two popuXation alae-xelated 
tr«EMla* Even thero tim ti^da are not overtrf»laingly dis- 
tinct or dlvarging froa necropoiitan patterns. That mch 
pattema of cosversraice cnergB, lioiimr^ ^les ^mtiiy mtmg 
the prsaant typology to e«a»ine these trend daca» 

Probahiy the driving foree behind this increasing con- 
vergence between rural and oetropoliton county types cobms 
froa the mral comities' i^owmic changes* Agrlcoltare was 
<Hice t^ ecomisic ei^lne in rural comities* It is still an 
ecotto^c engine* But, as ttese data shov, it no longer is 
fchg dmdnant force in oost rwral areas* Evra if ^p^eul- 
tural productivity and total acres harvested hove stabilised 
froB 1970 to 1^0 9 these trwids are due to raaller noadiers 
of faraers producing froa larger slses of fa». Ukewlse, 
altho««h aattttfaeturing is still a la^ force in ntral comi- 
ties, it too has recently lost its larger plants so that a 
slightly saaller percentage (even if a slightly greater num- 
ber) of people in rural areas is engaged in amufaetttring in 
1980 compared to 1970. Manufacturing is, therefore, still a 
powerful economic engine in rural counties, even if a de- 
clining force in metropolitan counties. Overall in the 
state, total product from manufacturing still holds up. Aa 
automation and computerlsatitm in rarofacturing continues , 
the percentage employed in this sector declines. This trend 
looks like it will be a permanent structural change Into the 
twenty-first century. 

Manufacturing has been a traditional even if declining 
industry of metropolitan areas. Conseqt^tly, the relative 
influence of manufacturing, plus the increasing pcedoainance 
of service-oriented occupations in rural localities— the new 
force in the postindustrial service society — generally makes 
most rural counties increaaingly sioilsr to metropolitan 
county types in their industrial mix. Rural counties are 
showing fewer socioeconomic signs over time of a distinct 
rural character. Sural localities are becoming more like 
metropolitan counties in their socioeconomic character, but 
with a lag. 

Another way to understand such a situation is through 
the notion that the rural localities are increasingly inte- 
grated with the metropolitan areas. Vhen people leave 
metropolitan areas to live in more rural localities, they 
bring certain of their metropolitan orientations with them, 
at least in part because they very often eooKite to work in 
metropolitan counties. Thus, "old" manufacturing and "new" 
service functions of metropolitan .areas are diffused, or 
decentralised, to rural localities. Those counties «>re 
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distant , 88 efae above data stMnr, receive ttese fioKtioas 
wltii a graater l«g than those closer to the netrepolltaa 
areas so that iMallties clmnr to oetropolitaa aumties axe 
wore Isf luenieed by their £fietltetloi» and ^leral charaecer 
including their criteria for deelsioa-maklog. 

The two si^» of the coin in the overall procesms 
and is^ieatlMS men in these data* then, axes 

1« greater integratimi of the rtiral coenties into 
what has historicalljr been the Metropolitan fnnc- 
ti<ms ai aannfactoring and rarviees, and 

2. greater deemtraUsatlm froa metropolitan locali- 
tima to rural Icwalitlea of ttese functions, pri- 
aarily through participation by people frma rural 
counties in nstropolitan-based institntions. 

"MetropoHtanlsatlon" of rural/ counties, then, is 
taking place both throu^ the decentralised operations of 
BietropolitmiH>ased institutions in rural cotmties, and 
thrmsgh rural people ccmmiting to oetropolitan counties for 
enployrant* 

Beta auBMvy tte eimAi* Oats for a aore crapre* 
heasive viov of the trends and gi^ between osunty types ara 
stnnarised in table 8« tke table is indicted not in order 
to play a imabers gase adding and subtracting pluses and 
nittoses, Imt aa a renii^r in a geiMral way of the data for 
the various indicators. Plus signs in table 8 aean that 
soBsthing is increasing (not that it is ''good" or "better"), 
and Binus signs indicate that somthiog is decreasing (not 
that It is "bad"). The minus sign next to infant mortality » 
for instance, siaqily oemis that infant nortality rates (item 
33 in table 8) are decreasii^* Likewise a plus sign next 
to honicide rates (ittm 35) indicates that the rates are 
increasing. 

Table 9 suaaarises the patterns fmmd in table 8* A 
coabination of a plus in the trends simI a aimts in the gaps 
Indicates that on the specific trend rural county typea are 
becoaing aore like aetropolitan county types. This coabina- 
tion is especially iaportant for the generalisation that Nev 
York's rural counties are into the postiodustrial phase of 
their <tevelopaent. It occurs in 14 of the 36 indicators. 

CuMvergeacea aad astropolitaa ittegratiim. In add!" 
tion, 6 indicators show a alnus-vinus pattern, a decreasing 
gap, with the trends also decreasing. All the indicators In 
this pattern have to do with losses in prinary and secondary 
industries. Here, rural cmmty types again are becc»ing 
more like aetropolitan county types, even if the trends are 
not beneficial to either the aetropolitan or rural counties. 
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TaU« B. ffiMtrj of Sf Tk«ad* la tttcsi OmtiM mai Cbrngn la Oap* Brtwaa Bntsi «a4 
MttmiaUcaB eMOtfiMt ■» Ttak HS0"|g80» 



tucal Bttcal iBial 

Wyaw jSnBaO IWO-IWO 1«M-Mt0 ^yO-Mf^ 

I. gopulttiaw 

I. fayaljftCioe Stm 



♦ ♦ 



2. Paywlarton Oaaaity 



♦ ♦ ♦ 

S. Oeeavia« Bwaiag Osita * * * 

4. Ateica n-^S * * * 
iMMttUX titer Iteea) 

5. X PBtaacial Labor Voreo ^ * 
(AdalCf 21-69) 

6. X ftS* ♦ ♦ 

7. S NoBMliiCa ♦ ^ 



♦ ♦ ♦ 



II. 

8. R Biplofad (Work fteca) 



♦ ♦ 

♦ ♦ 



♦ ♦ ♦ 

♦ ♦ ♦ 



9. Farca aa t a£ -•' ^ 

Pacntlal Later Varea 

10. S r«MlM la Voffk rarea ♦ 

11. X te Tlnrtiarjr laiwitriM 

12. X ia RstfdLlHMMilaMl* 

13. X ia PBklic Malaiatratloe ♦ ♦ - 

14. X la Bdacaelaa ♦ * * 

15. X la HMlCb 

16. X to riaaBQs, laa., R«S. 

17. X HBoafna, Pcofaao'al*. * * 

18. X to Swoadarjr ladMtrtoa 

19. N Mfg. OniU ^ Bvl*t* 

20. M Mfg. Ufsltn 100* tapVt* *- 

21. X to Prlwrjr Ii^Mtrlao - 

22. X Umd la Agricaltwa 

23. » Fmw 

i 

24. Total Acrao ■•rvoacad ' * 

25. Total lactp ValM 4«r. 
Prodoeto (MJootad) 



♦ ♦ ♦ 



il5 
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TaMm t. (OMtltnMi). 



2t« % Gittapa * * ♦ 

SO* X itt RBvwty • 4. • 

31. X te AeOowM ^ ^ . ♦ 

I?. Vna^Ml tad SMial 



32. X Indoor FlirtMflg ♦ * ' ^ ' 

33. % Utmt mnBlltf . . ^ 

34. 9mUSM loCoo . 4. . 

33. Bosieido E«t«a ♦ ♦ 4^ ♦ 

36. S MKitol UacMptloM ♦ ♦ ♦ 



* A plM (•*■) oico wow tho Crasd or ^ is luerorting botwMO mo or tocb of the 
■oerapoUtaB eooi^ typoo aad ot loooe ooo ^ cte rwnl eooacy cyp«oi • atms (-> 
oigB liidlef oo ete eroad or ^ doeroaoli^. 

Sooreof FigvrM 1'36« 
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Table 9* Patterns of Off ferencea BetWMn Rural and lfetropoli<- 
tan County Types » Betr York State , 1970-1980 •* 



Tiread Gap Woabet 

1970-lW 1970-1980 <tf Figures 

Pattern I« + - 14 

Pattern !!• ^- - ,6 

Pattern III. 14 

Pattern !¥.-••■ 2 



Total 36 



*Source: Table 8. 
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Overall, fcben, in a> of tte 36 ludioiem dxaataed in 
the figittes, trends la rtttal comities ere emiverglng witii 
those in aetroi^liteii oi«ities« Moreover, tliMe Indicators 
are fotnid ia eadi o€ tlie £otir general categories in iitiich 
ttey ifere eranln^* 

Fotirteai figures slmsed a plos-ples pattern, increas- 
ing treads tfitkin ntral conaties, and increasing m» ^ 
tseen rural and aetropolltM eoM^ tfp^* of tbese 

nere on agriculturel indicators (total acres Harvested and 
adjusted total aarliet valiMi of agriicultttral prodncts 8old>, 
two nere on «ell-4ieing (aarital disruptions and lioBicides>, 
two were on populatiim (nuaber of occupied houaing units and 
percent nonuhite), four nere on eaployaent (work force as 
percmit of total adult popelatioa, sad parrot in healtli, 
edocatioa, and fiaaiKe-insurance), and foi« iiere on socio^ 
econowlc attainment (Bsdiaa faaHy incoae, percent college 
educated, percent affluent, and percoit uneaployed)* for- 
tberaore, tpo figuras slieifed a fl^nus-plos pattern— adji»ted 
wmdim family in<»»e, and infmit nortality* 

Piv«rgB ac ea, inequali ties, and msl ^^rivn^iaB. 

Increasing g«vs in the indicators in wsmt csms should be 
of considerahle concern to state and local poUcyvakers 
becauae they indicate potential inequalities betueen rural 
ami aetropolltatt counties. Of the indicators showing in- 
creasing i^^p the five oa uhidi rural comities lag in the 
Bost negative aeaae aret the two faaily ineooe indicators, 
percent college educate, percent tmeaployed, and percent 
affluent. All these are different aspects of socioeconooic 
attainasttt. 

In addition, even though the gaps are closing with 
aetropolltan county types . three indicators— suicides, homi- 
cides, and aarital disruptimis— show increasing trends (a 
plus in the 1970-1980 trend coloans>. These also should be 
of sooe concern to state and local policy aakers responsible 
for HBll-beiag in rural localities. Moreover, the losses in 
seccmdary induatries in terra of eaploynsnt mid mn|ber of 
larger plants noving out, and the losses in eaployaent in 
priaary industries are hardly cosforting in the state as a 
whole, and especially in the rural counties. Likewise, 
slower growth in certain aspects of the tertiary sector in 
rural localities, particularly in finance, insurance, and 
real estate, can leave rural people relatively worse off. 

These data point to a major conclusion, naaely that 
rural people experienced certain foras of relativ»> depriva- 
tion between 1950 and 1980, affecting how auch rural people 
earned, how they behaved, and probably what they felt. It 
is also probable, by all appearances, that these trends both 
have continued into the present and will continue into the 
twenty-first century. 
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The wigM of wml iiKt««s«4 tefcwm If SO md 

im, but ttey •tiU fell behifui tlM iraget of people in 
ostropoUtMi cmaiti** iii^ iacxmad wma fwter* saw 
ClieM«lm setting gt««M Uvwle of ^Uego etfneatloii 4itt« 
ii« this perM, ^ tlwy imt^e^ «vm greater proponioiis 
of MtTOpoUtm p«»pi« s«ceiviiig eoIUis cdneatiow (mil, 
pOMiM7» tiny MtdMd eolli«e-«te«M ntcttl people aova to 
oetropoUtea ioeeUtioe ma vloo v«ra«)« 

Snrel peoplo 4o luve imfsa^ totttiqs end fewnr of 
their emUfoii eve eufferli^ aorteUy to Mmter tim be- 
fore* But ttiaj eUo lieve higher m& ««c*t«tlng euicide 
retee, end their honiieite mtf nritel disn^los retee ere 
aleo iaereeoiog. Theee b^wviore ^hohly exe the HmUest 
oateom of oodles eeto of iatexieiaed foeiiw of eopire- 
tioftp fmatretion, geUt, rw» ebnee, 4el<eti08» mi tfe- 
preseioB* Th^ oi^ he te, ie pert et lowt, to the 
reUtivo deprivetioB mrel p^^ esperieaced heteoen 1950 
aod 1980 to tenw of their higher em^l^^Meiit retee, lower 
incoaee, lowsr edoeatioe levele* ead loeer oeei^etioisel 
sttoioaeiit mpered to eetropoliten pMple end geeeral 
eoetotel wpiretiooe. 

M Bt r e p e litea eoateol end xwel in»tit«tiec». A per- 
ticoler ead eobtle fora of reletive deprivatioa mmg rorel 
people ie ia terae of their partieipetioa to deetoioM which 
cmitrol the ai^or iaetitntioae of raral life, tarel iMti- 
ttttioae ere iacreeeiagly d o a ia eted by aeafgeaeat, cootrol, 
end pleaaing froa aetropoUtea-beeed iaetitotioae. where 
pert'xipetioa by rural people to aiaiael if aot ooaexie- 
teat* Thoee thet ere aot directly doaiaeted auet elaost 
alwsys reapoad to iaittotivee froa other iaetltetimis t^ch 
are netropolitea-beeed* 

Ihe exact ef fecte of thia fora of relative deprivatioa 
la terae of loee of eoatrol by rorel people over their otia 
loetltotiooe are difficult to eeeeee. Certainly aaay rural 
people reeeat the "righte" of torge eorporetioae to aove 
plaate o«it of rarel loealitiae alaeet at will, J aet aa they 
resent the introeioa of waited atate-goveraamt ptogtma 
into their local budgets. Certelaly also aaay rural people 
often feel lauadeted if aot overahelaed by the "red tape" of 
aetropolitaa-baeed bureeocratic foras to which they mist 
increasiogly confora* 

A popular laage to that people aove to rurel locali- 
ties in order to escape inundation by tha arbaa aad aetro- 
pollteo scene. Ondoubtedly the iauadatioo takes different 
foras la rural localitiee, aad perhaiM it to not as great as 
to aetropolitan localitiee. Still, probleaa of respoadiag 
to aetropolitan-iaittoted cheagee do occur la rural locali- 
ties » and often have their detriaentai effects too. 
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o£ m odmiiM isXi^v^jr poseoral raiAl life. roU«y- 
Mken ■bmtid not tako liglitily tin iac9it«liti«« tetum 
rural saA vmtwofoUtm loMlieiea in ttm «t«ee ttocif i«d in 
tfaMM cmda* tMr affaeta tf« too pacvaaiva aad mcteut 
mm poiiey ioitiaclvaa ata likolj to eoatiaao into the 
tw a nty - f lrat cantvry. 

MtM «f Maia aft foc^ loaalfttea* 4fi a ddttl o a al 
ai^or ooaeloaioft frav tteaa data £a Chat thaf i^Udtly 
l^eata BMaiva changf in loeational wd tttarafoie a«»i- 
roQMtal dcefaioiia for raral eooatiaa* Iteiy a^ a apta a ean 
bo ^vas* Sam Htm aio teiag akaadonadf otlim ace coo- 
aoltdattng* Flaata are dpaii^ 4om oit the oaa liaiid» aid 
epenliis oo the otiiar* Vaoplo aad fniUea are caioeatii^ 
tteir mt^tmew* All chaaa chaagM attaalota lartlier 
diaogM ia aarviea telimy* bath pi^lie msA ^«eta« Boada 
aad otilltr llaaa wmz be tetilt aad aalntalfied. Service 
faelUtiaa for «sBt«r, aaaart oU»trieitsr, aattiral fM^ aveii 
telapiioiia aad talavtalon mat be winded* Balattag adieela 
and hoapitala alM oftaa aaad to ralocatat eloaa» or eonael- 
iteta. ioaiBMaaa* aiw^» aad riio^im eantara alao oftaa 
reloeate doe to ehaagaa in otiiar iaatitatloaalised actors* 
The liat can carcalRly go oa. 

ikU tbaae loeatiomil ehaagaa ifill indad^ farther pob- 
lie aad private poUcy deeiaioae both at the atata toad local 
levela. All the new fadlitiaa feuad in the aj^nialon and 
deceatraUaatioB froa aatropolitm leealitiaa are expeaaive 
to baild md aalataia. Qaeatioaa of e^ty agoia raiM the 
issue of the proportioa of coatribotioa by pa^le la rural 
couatiea to the bulldiag of thaaa aev fMilltiea* In aoet 
cases, aa aoted above, rural pe<9le did not iaitiate the 
changes even if they aight potentially benefit froa the 
changes* The dMagea uare aaatiy iaitUted froa aad by 
aatropolitaa ieacitutioas. 

In fact, part of the attractiveness of deeentralisii^ 
operations to n»al localitlea is that antropolitaa-hased 
institutions can often reduce their coats in the process of 
decentralisation* Often theae reduced costs are possible 
because rural people are willing to subsidise aetropolitan 
institutions in various ways. Tao coaaon sohsidisatioas by 
rural people include aaking for (or accepting) lowr pay 
scales, and underwriting the costs of certain public utili- 
ties paid for by local go v erna a ats and hence by all people 
in a locality rather than by thoae aho benefit directly. 

The econoaiea of this set of costs and benefits to 
localities aad institutions are often aabiguous, and, even 
if clear, are difficult to pinpoint. S^ty issues are 
still aore difficult to handle. Tbey can best be understood 
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chrottgh (Hmparacive stwiies aod hlBdslgbC rather than fore- 
stglit. 8tiU» ledal aad state fiQlieysaten mt «lee grap- 
pl« witii ehaae issties imc sttcal toeaUtlea agsia fiad 
clwmlvsa «iq^vi«ieiag am groacar iii^ticiaa into tlia 
tweaty-firat oaiie^ t«caaaa of ch^igaa non mtferwy la 
dielr emmmttimm 

SoHBBEj cflMSlflBian frai tha ttwte* lia mam, tim 
following eoiKliiaioea m drmn fr^ cattant tcaate la 
Tork State* 

1) Kav Tovk ia ta|ii41y aoviag iato atfvaaeed piiana of 
a poatindwtrial aoeiaty, vteta ^private aad pubUc 
aameaa (adacatioa» iiaaltb» fiama, taaaraaee. 
real aatate» tetaU aad alMlaaala trade, public 
adainiatratioai aad m forth) vill iacrmsii^y 
fo»a ite aco noM d c teaa. 

2) Altfwi^ poverty ia Setr York $utim baa toea fa- 
doead oiaaa 1990, rml loealitiM atlll lag 
signifimtly b^iiBd people ia aetropeUtaa local- 
itiea ia iaooaa, affloracyt edoeatioe, aad eaploy- 
■eat* Tbeae iaaqaitiea liava redaced 
effectively by past local mad state policies* 

3) The relative dsprivatioa of rural people iaplicit 
in these iaequities hove increaaiag aegativa ef- 
fects OB persoaal tiall-being ia rural areas as 
fl»asured emit betevioral ^mMqmacra as in- 
creaaiag suicides » hoiBicides, md oarital dis- 
ruptioas, and eadoubtedly the feelings of rage, 
guilt p depreasioB, mnd frustratloo froa abieb such 
behavior arises* 

4) The control, a an a g e aen t, and planning functions of 
rural people aad localities is increasingly doai- 
nated by aetropolitatt-baaed institutions («id 
their resotnrce-optiuisstlon criteria for decision 
Baking). This fom of control over rural locali- 
ties again leaves aaay rural people feeling frus- 
trated and helpless even as it aay contribute to 
their well-being in other ways* It also appef.rs 
to reward aetropolitan people more than rural 
people* 

In other words, aovenent toward the postlndustrial 
society is happening in New York, and the consequences of 
this aovraent are in sooe ways coaparstively detrioental to 
rural people, resources, and localities* Apparently post 
policies have not been effective In dealing with these 
issues equitably* 
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fka empirical cmtdiisiOTs based on clie trei^ 
preheated In tt» figures and graphs througtout this report 
portrajr an j^wtant sec of perspe^lves on che progress sad 
prospeecs for n^al Haw York. A i^or Issm rendns of hoir 
Haw York polieyoakera at both atate m»& loeal levsla are 
goioff to reapood to theae creada* la paraptooe Llneoia'a 
ideaa» nov that «e have aooe daritj ia abate «e are head- 
ing, what goaia are going to be aet aad «hat poUciea are 
going to be adjoated aad established to reach the goals? 

VldflBte fsala of WmB» aoeleCy* The general policy 
goals for govemaents In the Uhited States are set doaa in 
our foof^Ung docuaents, and captured in earn key leases 
froa these docwaents. The Declaration of Independence uses 
phrasm like; 

all mmk are created equal* 

"... they are endowed* with certain inalienable 
rights* life, liberty » and the pursuit of happi- 
ness." 

"... to secure these rights governments are instituted 
aaoog mm, deriving their Just powers froa the consent 
of the governed***" 

***** to institute*** government ••• organising its 
powers in such fora*** to effect their safety and 
happiness*" 

The Preamble to the Constitution of the United States 
uses aany siailar phrases as goals to be achieved » but adds: 

"We the people* •• perfect union. establish jttB- 
tice*** insure doaestic tranquillity*** cooKm 
defense* •• proaote the genersl welfare*** secure 
liberty* to ourselves and our posterity*" 

The founding goals of what our government and its 
policjreakers should strive for are established in these 
statements* In short, they explicitly indikte the goals 
of liberty, equality. Justice, democracy (consent of the 
governed), strong Individualism (inalienable rights) for 
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tekSag imtUclve ta paxmm liie aad bappLmaa as veil 99 
«a£«ty (liinaa dlgBity), proMiag mlimee for all (a^ elms 
aaitiiftl aopport for cboaa am In ii8ed>» and tiM insitraiice of 
doaestic tranqiiillltiF (andoobeedly wiehtn tke bomtfs of also 
insuring liberty, equality, jostice , aad dosocracj). 

Fsaaible paratoaa of tfoala is flodera aoeietj. To 

achieve tbese goals is a hig order and a complex task, espe- 
cially in the coatext of nillioas of p«opl«» hundrsds of 
localities, aad tiMosaads of social ocgaaisattofis. More- 
over, the valoes thesselves are soaetiaes ia paradox if net 
dowiright contradictioa. Is liberty coapatible with equal- 
ity? Is each person pursuing his or hsv mm happiness &m- 
patible with doaestic tranquillity? Is governaent involve- 
aeac with the general welfare eoBpatible with the happiness 
of all? Onder these conditions, the rank ordering of these 
values for sny given historical period is certainly problea- 
atic. The a^aceat cimtradictions in these issues deacm- 
strate how society can fl»ver really iKhieve all these values 
sioultaneously. Oa the ether hand, the policy adjoatii^ 
systea created by our foundii^ docuaents al\mfa amstrains 
policymakers to sttsapt to align their actions with soci- 
ety's goals and values, ev«i in the face of changing histor- 
ical conditions* 

a 

AUMtqg Samlm to historical dbaagfim tbroc^ poll- 
tics, laportant foras for adjusting govemaental policies 
to the changing coaditions of history are found in various 
aspects of political processes. Folieyaakers learn about 
the GooditlOTS of people, organiaatioos, and localities, and 
attei^t to fonmlate actions to respond to inequities and 
injustices in these coaditioas* Through hsrgaining and 
negotiating particular pn^aas into legialation, policy^ 
aakers again learn about the conditions aad the coi^lcndLties 
of dealii^ through legislation with so aaay orgaaiaational 
and institotional coaditions. Through li^slative over- 
sight, policynskers to aasess pn^aa effectivmwsa. 

Often political pnN^ses respimd aainly to short-tera 
inequities snd ii^oatices, snd to those people m»d orpmiBa- 
tions aost easily mobilised to express the probleas, injus- 
tices and inequities, who may, in reality, not be those suf- 
fering the asst. Research of a more general nature on the 
longer range trends over tiae is alao ii^rtant, therefore, 
in pointing to potential probl«BS which aight or will arise 
in the future, and for which current policy plannii^ should 
be mdertaken. These trends exist whether individuals snd 
organisations sre noticing their inaediate effects or not. 
And, they stould guide the rsnk orderii^ of the vsIms to 
which concerned policyaakers should respond. 

Utiasto soci et al SDoIa aad m^jor historical chaagea 
la rural Wtm Torlu Historical coiuiitiona often move society 
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tout policy lapllc«t£c«» of this fttitiy are those i^ch arise 
fro* coemt hiafeoricAl tvwids in tntrai Hbv Toriu sMjor 
Mts of Mate vara mftiMlmA in Che rapovt— tbMS i^re 
rural locaiitiea acs tecoatng wca like, wad pethap s balag 
dosiiMCad by* MtcapoUM iaalltaU<mas aad tiwaa ahete 
rural localiciaa aca iaeraaaiagly mm daprivad la eoaparl- 
soa CO at laaat aartals aaevapalitaD loealiclas. As aaea la 
tiia tigjasmt wbA gn^a^ aotf siaB»risa^ In table S» ttwse 
trends bava aa^ aaaifoataticMia* 

Ihua^ aany iatficatmra ia tiiase traada sta^ la eoa- 
tmt alch tba ulttaaiea saala ami valaaa apeeifiad ia oar 
society's foaadiog teaaaata* Tbm zalatlfa da^vatioaa 
coatTMt aitdti tte goals oi e^aUty; aad tlie tainttiaa of 
nical iaatltatiOBa aonloc al aatr o p o l it aw i^itatioaa 
stand ia eaatraat with tte ootioos of local individual 
iaitiativa* digaitl^. aad deaoecaey. Womowtx^ thB disrup- 
tioM of Incraasing aaieida, tio^c i da » aad aatital dianqr 
tioa rates ia rural loealitiaa Mad la eoat»t aitb tlie 
goals of addaviag doasatic traa^llity aad ^oatotiag tlia 
general aalfaia* 

Siaea amy of thaaa eoaditioM affaet a raa^ of aaor g aai ssd 
iadividoala» ad m oeearrii^ ia a eoaples aattiag of ottiar 
trrada, tliey oftaa pcodoea ao or fa« ^vocaey groups. A 
particularly diffi^t» yat iM^extmat moA mot atypical, 
tread eoacanw iaeoaa groatli mtA iaaquality. Tbe caption 
Is one afaava, ia geaaral, paopla ia tfie rickar astropolitsa 
coootiea are gattiag riebar faster tkam people ia tlie poorer 
rural cooatiea. Because of the implied paradox in tlia coa- 
dition, aad tocauae tlie effects of tlia trwida oa ao asay 
disparate individuals are difficult to perceive directly, 
the coadltlon aay go unnoticed at an organised aad eoaacious 
level. A siailar conditioa oceara in the case of aaaaploy- 
asnt rates » suicide rates, aad rates ia obtaiaii^ a college 
education. People in any given locality oftm caaaot per- 
ceive their poaitioa relative to people in other localities. 

Maadvaati^Bd ml coaditiaaa* real ia tkair affaeta, 
reqaiVB policy adjaatasata* Depriving social atriMstural 
conditions in rural coapared to oetropolitan localities 
have been d«Bonstratad in rapirical stifles, and are there- 
fore real. They are also real in their effects on people 
and localities. These conditions are theaselvas socially 
disruptive and omtribute to otter rural i»thologies. These 
conditions, therefore, require adjustaents in current poli- 
cies and prograas in order to prodiaie greater equity and 
justice for rural Sew Yorkers in general, and for certain 
population segaents within rural Hew York in particular. 
Effective policy adjustaents that will counter negative 
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treads ^oald certatnly beeoae pvoxtoate goals for state and 
local poliej^^rs ii* lew fork* 

nUfUaHtf itt Awfantng tnHmetUm paUeg tUmm- 
tives. Effective poUdes ^lat wiH alls^td negative 
cooditloas capitalise oa streogtiis ace thenaelves ni»t 
iaBwdiateljr appaceat. Considerable debate aboot the poll- 
eies and procesf^ to effectively respimdii^ to tbese eon- 
dltlons ne tetb pMsible anA occnrring* To 4tt^widM» tha 
cMsal relation betnem proposed policy and its miccBss in 
alleviatittg the disrupting conations rentes coi»iderable 
tboni^t, debate 9 and additional esplrical r^smureh* 

every policy malysis mnests^tlut^? Ifwraa8e"in eaptoy- 
arat is a key for increaaing incoas* education, and skills 
in rural localities and for redncing uneaployBenc rates as 
well as tbe otber social dismptions to doaestic tr^nil- 
lity found in rural localities* Pr^ably aost polieynakers 
are l oo kin g to mre effective policies for stlamlatiag the 
maaofactering and agricoltural sectors to alleviate the 
effects of relative deprivation in rural (and other) Mew 
York localities* Coiqpiteri8ation« «it<»ation, and even 
robot isat ion in oanufactoring, and to soaa extent in agri- 
culture, houever, sidce huge eaplojmit gains in these two 
sectors nost unlikely* 

On the other hand, our data sImw ttet, <tespite losses 
in the amufacturiiv agricultural sectors, jobs in rural 
localities eontiniM to grow* Tl» principal growth in ea- 
ployoent has been occurring in the tertiary-service sector, 
particularly in health, education, and public adainistra- 
tion. These s^aents certainly contribute directly to over- 
all well-being in rural as well as aetropolitah localities* 
But they also have received little attention aaong both 
state and local policyaakers* Most otoervers of polieyaak- 
ing hear policyaakers saying "hold down costs'* in these 
areas, even if the tertiary-services sector is contributing 
the greatest aaount of growth in eaployaent* 

Growth in Joke sad growth ia iaeoM and efaality* It 

should be not^ that incc^ growth nay be less iaportont 
than associated eaployaent growth* A lot depends oa the 
distribution of incoae* There is a positive correlation 
between growth in incoae, and growth in incoae inequality 
(by definition of the af fluency-poverty ratio), as sell as 
growth in suicide, hoaici^, and aarital disruption rates. 
It is not at all clear, therefore, that growth in Incoae is 
in itself satisfactory without a corresponding increase in 
equality in the distribution of incow. 
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Cftrtaiitlsr before poiicyndcers fonRdaCe policies to deal 
witb the growing ntrol iseqaalities and injustices, nore 
researcli shottld be itiidertaiEen* One of tbe moat ii^rtant 
aspects of iroressed iresesireh is to lia«e ettrrent and rele- 
vant data readily available* tl» data in this report* for 
iiist«ieet bring as ^y 19 to .1980. It is nearly balf a 
decade since tbey were collected » «id yet tfaey bMW avail- 
able for malysis only during tbe l^t yettt. 

BifttrtaBce of data bases aad poiUey anaiysta* Sate en 
currwit ti^^ era M»t osefel ehen th^ can be lAtemlated 
and analyst con^mni^tly «itb data on tbe saae localities. 
Presuaed eaosal relations betwm different aspects of mral 
society sboeld be exasined eapirically in orter to assess 
propose policy cbaages aad tbeir final effects on tbe goals 
to be achieved under the constitution of our state and na- 
tion. 

ThtiS, both data ai^ qealified «»lysts to exaaine the 
presttaod causal relations betneen different indicators in 
the data are two of the higheot priorities for policyoakers 
to st^port as osMssary ste^ in a^ieviiis effectivmess in 
the policy-planning process for responding to society's 
trends. As se mted in the b^pianing of this report, poli- 
cymakers need three kinds of informtion in tfcwlr decision 
asking: 

1. knowledge of the trends in society; 

2. clarity in the relation of these trends to the 
fondaaental goals of our society; ' 

3. clarity in empirically supported causal analyses 
of the way policies csn actoally alleviate ac- 
knowledged disruptive conditions in society. 

Extensive data banks «id technical supi^rt personnel 
aeea to be two absolutely essential factors .in thieving 
these sttbgoals which theroelves are steps toward assisting 
people, localities, snd organizations in our rural society. 

Mecropolitaa and rural iastitwtiooa. Beyond simply a 
call for nore data, more research, and technical assistance, 
however, is an Issue of najor concern to rural localities — 
namely, the d(»inance and/or control over rural institutions 
by metropolitan-based institutions. This concern seeas 
well-fouiMled. Such a phenomenon may well be related to the 
previous Issue of the relative deprivation being experienced 
by people in rural localities compared to those in metropol- 
itan localities. Metropolitan-based institutions are simply 
moving directly into rural localities. Integrating rural 
localities into their spheres of influence and operar^on. 
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rural l oca ll t iea and tcauferrt^g tlm to psopie, orgaaiai^ 
tlcNM, and Ifloilltim iilthifi aetropoiltMi teg$m»m» 

The relatlenirtiip deaerited c«rc«iiily Uada Co froatra- 
tlona, CO— W Bt ^t iott taPe^Edom. and aaail'*Co-p«at gsiiia 
and loaaea oi^rien^ Iqr locgo noatera of people and otgan^ 
isationa in rural localities oho becoae involved la thia 
proceaa* Ttie gooar^l pattern of rural invaaion aatropol- 
itan inatitotiona» wltli e n t wa iii wtt t j^tar intf^ration of 
rural localltiea with the aatropolitaa iaatitntiona, and 
then dioproportioaate reirarda hsUtg acfoifed by people nd 
organisationa in ttetr^litan localitlM ia omalatent with 
the trend pattema taetneen 1950 and 1980 ewarfited here* 

HttieptfltCaB-iana. etmetnl wrIerieBe isfntse etme- 
tanl-iewel potiey mponees. The cmdltloaa tocribed in 
this generalised pattern of relations betneen rural and 
netropolitMi iaatitntiona are knowi aa atroctural condi- 
tions. They are the work of no <me« or even a few, indi- 
viduals or o^aniaationa* But ovaraU they are real* 
Sffeetive reaponaee for ehmigi^ thie etnKtoral pattern, 
therefore, oust also be at the structural level. Policy 
responses should give rural iaatitutiona sad thus rural 
people aore of an opporttmity to be self'-detenining and 
receive mora rewards for their efforts. 

The probleoa do not reside in individual people* The 
probloM 49 residte, iumever, in th& atrmtore of e»ch«mgea 
and relations betueen rural organisations and institutions 
and Mtropolitan organisationa aoA inatitutions. Hm biaa 
and effective influence in tiMse relet i(»a iMve favored 
■etropolitan institutions over rural instituticms in recent 
decades. 

Three at r u et ur e l peliey etrategiee. In order to 
correct theae rural'-aetro^litan ineqoitiea, policjnaafcera 
should give serious consideration to three structural fac- 
tors in their deliterations: 

1. increase investnents in rural localities which 
produce reasonably large local nultipliers for 
then; 

2. stress rural locality self-sufficiency; 

3. increase the nuaber of rural Institutions with 
state-of'the-art expertise in nanageaent, control, 
and planning* 

The gMls of ttese policies would be to increase the 
extent of local control over local rural institutions and 
to increase the extent of socic^conoaic attainaent by local 
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tvral pMiple ma4 orgaaisaeiaiis* fbese poUej strstegiea 
would reverse the present tt&aA CoiiBrd doattnance of rural 
organisations mi instlttitioBa by aaeropolitan-teaed insti- 
totieas md w^ganl sati<w»» taxi mmM teAucB tJ» present 
drain of rural soeloeeoneaie rsMorees froa tiie rural maa 
o£ Mew York* 

Control bf rural people mid orgsnisatlona is msis- 
toit wltii tbe fundsMtal gMl of toping dewMratie Instl- 
tutim as locaUy based as possible in our society, and an 
increm In loeal rural aocioeeowi«le attaiomt is amsis- 
tei^ witb beeping wore efoality tbroo^hout all loealities in 
Hon Torb* 

8CM-temi 4.Mwp B i i satwgf prides. In order to 
adOeve greater fisaneial iomeMnt in rml localities 
by rurally eontrolled institutions* It maf be necaasary to 
counter certain otter tendenffles idiicb are current in rural 
Hew Terky such as branch baiOciog mi branch plmtt operations 
of ■Bltlloeational firss. These operations, specially tbe 
branch bahkii«, sees to be ^fting mm resoorcM fron 
rural localities to astropoUtan-based imtitutiims thsn 
they are shifting resources to the rural localities. At the 
very least, me research should be undertaken on these is- 
sues. Perhaps new policies should require that a certain 
proportion of rtf al resource obtained by these kinds of 
<verationa be reinueated in rural l oc ali t i es . 

lertiary eervices as rural iuni s lMn r opporrmif ty. 

State and local policyndBers should assess the potential for 
growth in tertiary^-serwiee industries in rural areas. Addi- 
tional research is needed in order to ascertain oore pre- 
cisely the nature of growth opportunities in these indus- 
tries. Following are fuestioM that should be ansuered. 
Hhat kinds of Jobs are beii« crMtedT Mere are iaweatamt 
funds for these Jobe oeiBing fron? Bow csa local ooney 
transfers take place ao that people and organisations in 
rural loealitiee optiadM their own econonic growth and 
developaeat on the basis of tertiary servieesT Witbout such 
answers, optioiKation of res<mree utilisation in rural areas 
will be greatly lioited. Ftee uarket conditions and aolo- 
tions, as a substitute for oore policy research, apply in 
only restricted ways in rural localities. Most aarkets in 
rural localities are so United that they are at beat oli- 
gopoliea and at worst nonopolies, which helps explain why 
the cost of aany gooda and services in rural areaa is higher 
than in TOtropolitan areaa. ThiM, in order to achieve opti- 
wiai econonic growth end development and greater equality in 
rural loealities, new forws of cooperation between public 
and private Investaenta will have to be developed. The sub- 
goal of such cooperation would be sore thorough integration 
of public ^and private capabilities associated with oanage- 
awnt, control, and planning in rural localities. Increased 
enpbasis on cooperstives is one alternative. 
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Iftveseaeacft by tlie mtatm poidUe mtor imo rami 
lcN:9liti«»* certiarT-TOwl^MS mmsCot ofM i^t in tlie 9tma 
■aooer aa if eliey were iapo^ant report teaea for these 
localities. State Md local polieysakera mderataad iittui- 
tivaly that state support f or ^ mai servieea sector is 
an imataefit* m aany rural localities* state intBstsents 
are the priaary sources of ecoiKMlc haae* VmrnveWt oaay 
rural localities do not have the resized expertise to take 
a^mt^ of p^fitntial eooiMic Mfltiptier effect iihich are 
rnmaonly fouad in nore urban localities* In this sensB* 
oanp rural localities could Misitety obtain aWtional 
benefits if certate types of te<Wcal advice ce^rdii« 
naaa^nent, control, and plmtning of rural locality aelf- 
aufficimy uete availaUe to people and orsaniaatioas in 
theae localities* 

PB cu mroHs tpg MgtfopoMtm fwtctioBa to isssl locsU- 
ties* OM^iMEers and other electrcnic and e<»BtnBicati(m 
devices are definite ai^ for overe»ii« tlw friction cf 
tine and spaea experi^wed in rural areas* These asdem 
tools mdce a r^id decentralisation of aatropolitaa func- 
tions and transition to a postindnstrial society under rural 
locality control eaittetttly possible* If state oad rural 
policynakers ware to decide to coaait thenselves to such 
decentralisation y the li^a ted gapa betam aetropolitan 
and rural quality of li^ aigbt be able to be closed note 
quickly* 

Sons of the benefits which would accoapany decentral- 
Izatlon include: 

1. being in hamony with existing societal trends 
Comrd decentralization to rural localitiea i^ch 
apparently aoat institutions and people find more 
satisfying or efficient or both; 

2. a nore equitable distribution of jobs* Incoae, and 
education levels. In idiich rural areas now lag; 

3. a nore efficient and prc^uctive eeonoay overall 
because nore resources—institutional, socio- 
economic, natural (land, air, and water), and 
huaan — would be engaged in the eeonoay, whereas 
capacity in rural arem currently is undemtiliced 
and undereaployed; 

4. perhaps a deceleration In socae of the nore disrup- 
tive well-being characteristics, such as suicides, 
hoaicides, and aarltal disruptiooa, all of which 
are now increaaing, so that there would be greater 
overall quality of life for everyone. 
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S. a cedueed need for pi^llc mslstonee and haaaa 
secrim «fa^ at treateeot of rural societal 
pathol^ieas lasa dapeadeney and greater self- 
aafficiaaey* 

Soaa of. the eeata of dMeatralisatioa wmtld in part 
depttid opea how qoAMj it oecara. They ai^ indtides 

1. coata doe to not ftaiy taiog faeilitias* aervieaa, 
«id orymiaatioiw eorrmtly in iilaee In aetKopoli- 
taa cotntiaa (althoa^ aoae «etropalit^ faeili- 
tiea are fa eo a aiderahle disrepair at preaoit); 

2. coata of beilding certain new facilities In rural 
ImsalitlMs 

3. tiaa and reaoarcea required in researching and 
planwiag how public atrat^iea caa mmt af fiei^t- 
If aecatersta the dacenttralisatioa ma aaaliorate 
the negative and ineqal table affects; 

4« coata in aohilisii^ and ifaa a ent iqg theae public 
strat^liea throng poblic boreaocraciaa; 

5. coats of traini^ people to he able to perfora the 
variety of fmctioas necessary to the decent rail- 
sat loa; 

6. costs sssociated with Mmvln^og aiMa pe<^le In 
rural localities that the decentralisation is 
really beneficial to thea individoally and to the 
state as a whole; 

7. costs associated with assuring greater local con- 
trol* aanageaent and planning in the dacantralisa- 
tion; 

8. coats aaaociated with handling presmtly imkooim 
dlslocatlima and frustratiooa afaidi acccopsny die- 
ruptiona for aoae people and ins ti tat loos caused 
by social and structural changes. 

DecMralisatiott iaavicable dne to priwata dadaioao. 

The costs of decentralisatioo are institutional* socioeco- 
nomic* physical, and huson. However* it appears the najor 
Issue is not necessarily whether the benefits outweigh the 
costs. DecentrslizatloB and integration with B»tropolltan 
functions is inevitable for rural areas, due to private- 
level individual oimI organisational decisions* whether 
policynskers find then acceptable or not. The asjor ques- 
tions are what will be the pace of decentralisatioo* idiether 
the public will aid or deter the pace* and whether local 
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rural e<titity ami ecmtrol are pcisMlo In ttie deceatraliiEa- 
tica. 1^ B^MT ^wuteimi is vmkop i^toae aegis and fio vliose 
baiiftfit will teesKralisaciM occttr-^people mtd otgrnlmtc 
timm avs aev «Btropolic«Hiased» or ttioae niiicdi are 

rural locaU^^-liisetfr 

The Mjor diractioa of tMa diaqge is cmmrd a post- 
Indus Crlal sarvinco^entodi 8(wiocy~~0BS foaturii^ various 
kinds of tfads, mt^muA^m^ teiltat» <ml flmHiHst firj^»- 
aecioiiSy but shieifc also ioelvldM mnag<Miwit» oonerol. sod 
plamttng sctivitiss« Altto^ rarsl eooBtiss sfamr s sligiic 
incrosso in tite feotst — ' iM fc* "" of Sfttw r* fote. tlwry 

sboir s not loss in tits onsitoc of namifscturins estsbiisii- 
bMs o^i^l^ OPK 20 mad over 100 sorkers. 

ttisl nfftrtHifntr "Biwiiraariclr cI N iff^ fl g** ^ locslttl^Hi as a 
lonf-tMs soli^ion to enhance tlwir o c on e nlc lissos is a li»- 
ited mad, fundmnnlly, a "h^sg/ax tk^ neigliiKW'' mlotion. 
Tiiero sro not «ioo#» of tlioso finw to go «roand for all 
loealitios waBt fm tlm« Thero is no ^oestiMi that W&w 
Torkers nost a^d will cnpeto scecassfally in tM» ^ocess* 
Mmiofacturiog and faming in rural conotiea are still najor 
cmtritetors to ntral ^moaies. Ind^rf^ to kmw how to 
optinise tiMiir dsvolqpant mi thatr intamlatioMi to m 
array of services in the tertiary seetor is alao an iapor- 
tant study to be andortalEsn* M actual gcovth In Jobs 
overall in rural loeslitiM will nainly cone in the terti- 
ary-servio* SMtmr. 

invlces as tte eagwL grostli setter in botb tiw sttte 
and rwral loealitics. Csn the tertiary aector really becone 
a new export ecoaaariLc boM and t^dee up tte ala^ in ereatiog 
new jobs? Tfasse are important queatims. 8o far the dis- 
tribution of rewards sMociated with dM restroetarii^ of 
the state and national ec^HKnies over the past thirty years 
baa veered wore to people in netr o p e litan «reaa than to 
tboae rural localities even iawediately adjacent to then* 
In order to achieve wore equitable developant in rural 
areas, mm ideas, entrepranmirial know-how, mad cMwitomt 
moat infuse all serviM iiMitittUifms— cownercial, financial , 
educational, govemsntal* As noted elseuhere, tha advemt 
of cowpoteriaation and telecowtMi cations theoretically 
aalces pMsible still greater deccmtraliaation of the activi- 
ties and rounds Msociated with Mnagewent, otmtrol, and 
plaiming functions th«t haa occurred to date in the atate'a 
nural ar^s* 

ProbleBS of eqoitj in snrvics ssctor groeth la naral 
eowntiea. "nie prospects for equitable job and ineoaa growth 
in rural counties in such a situation look disturbing* 
Rural cotmtiea' poverty mad incona, meaployamt ai^ la^r- 
aaploynent, and colle^ education levela are all worse and 
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tend CO te dimgiag from those in the oecropolicon cotsa- 
ties. Sach a sltisoti<m ealls for creative eolations. 

tbe natnre of adequate responses to these conditions 
«t8t be ceeovked tad clioagbt out. Feople iMst te 9Mma^ 
tbey teve di^nos^ the ceel pcobUae and ^portnuities 
ratter thaa tei^ di^vartad lata hliad ail^* Mavaovar, 
coordinated atata and laeal* privata and pnhlie paUaiaa 
oast te pcadaead ta teiidU tte ayriirf istftitati^^ aoh- 
iaaaaa aatMaary for a aofa aff active lasaiitf tea to tte 
overall ^hlMa af raral Inaq^tiaa. 

HUIc palfff aa fitatral ta 4Tffr-***'*1 iaaaaa* 
mm ao^ rani Msa faHmt i» eaetraat aatrwUtm tea 
Yortera» particivata in ovaraU dacdatraUaattoa aad its 
aaaaeiatad raaazda alU dapmd aa pelieiea aad initiatives 
at tte fadacal, atata, and laeal lavala. A flHj« iaaaa ia 
abetter pi^Ue poUcf ia afW*^^ ^» ^ abataela ta, 
tte daaaatralisiag foreaa mSmr Mditiaaa a£ mm local 
antral* Maral, atata, aad lac*l ba^^a aad policies 
shoald cartaialy te aaaly»id with thia iaaaa ia oied* 

Iwaarch aattcal ta aCCacttaa atata-laaia pa i iaiaa * 

la order to oaavr each policyMralavaat qaeatima effective- 
ly, certain nmt research ia a^caaawry. Since ecanoaic 
inatiti^iaaa are aa ceatral aa cama af other qaaUty-of- 
llfe indicatora» raaMch sboald ^ebaUy start with than* 
A tey piece of manch ia ta aaalyM tte vwiaaa parte of 
tte tertiary-aarvica MCtar ia order ta ideatify ahich oaes 
offer tte aost poteatial te bacaaa viable aspart ecaaoaic 
bases for localities aad tte atate aa a atole» 

It aas saggeated previoesly that Hsw York aay te ahead 
in aanageaeatv eoatcol» aad plannias fanctioas, eapecisUy 
in coaputerisatioa aad dacentralisatioa, aad ttet these 
shoald perteps te analysed ia oora detail far tteir export 
ecooooic bsae and developaent poasibilitiea. Utewisa, Rev 
York aay offer lesderahip to thoee ia nearby statea or even 
tte atele nation in edecatioa, pablie sdaiaiatratiOB aad 
govemaent coordination, health, ba^ng, Insuraaoe, legal 
services, tr^te and ^Mwrce, cMSoltinf firms of all kifMls, 
and so forth. Certainly, if the tertisry-servico sector 
sere disaggregated into categories like thsae, and studies 
Bsde of tteir economic-base viability, state sad local 
govemoents aighC be able to focus tteir energies and 
resources more efficiently in aiding each otter toward tte 
required integration and decentralisation. 

< 

Aiditiaaal pallcf-ralavaat raaearch. A furtter essen- 
tial piece of research is to OMlyse and ^termine wtet 
policies rural localities can follow in order to increase 
their chances for smooth transitions into s post industrial 
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•oeiftty. Por iMf a cg , mid oirrieoliHS dHnget ia local 
Instleiiaoiis <if UMunolQg 6sve f«eci«8 dttfceoses la ete 

traasitioot Bow atMtttid im iadrntrimh-fajek davslepwit? 
Better «ew, wtcer, «tf otter »i^Ue otiUtlMt Better 
local tfmvOTtatioii fedlitiea mss^ m^^Mmjfif Better health 
faeilitieaf Better aetmrhiiig ttoag local leaders ao that 
thef are tmrkliis toward coqwon ehieetivea vith ^reed-i^oa 
atrategiedf Mtt ta the relewaaee of eedi of theae fae- 
tora-^la ^ one wra li^ArtMt thaa say c^r? «Mit too- 
bittatioa of factors is optianat 

Soae of thm ^lestlotta ceqttira anaaera fron foraal 
reaear^ stadiea in order to ohtain adeqaate aad ifell«fsiaii- 
lated doctaentatloa. othara reqoire otaerviag local ^o- 
eeaaea of what aaeiw effective and ahat doea aot. Som 
dapecta of aamra ean com froA eacefol teadi^ aad lihrary 
research. AH reqairs aoaitoriag treada over ti« to ob- 
serve the iategratioa-^daceatraliaation dyoaaiea, their 
effective eaaaea* aad their hmfieial mti diaraptive eat«- 
C0M8. Stadiea like the pceaeat «ie provide oaefol over- 
vieaa to the iaaaM. Bitt it ia alao neeeaaarjF to heymud 
cemi^tjppe data and oake careful obaervatioaa in local i- 
tiea, amA ^s^ariaom hetaeea localitiea, ia order to bring 
the ooat relevmit ioforaatioa to hear on the policy deci- 
siona neeeaaary for h^Uiag the eaoraooa chngea aitting oa 
Che doorstepa of aearly all rml localitiea. 

effoeciva poliel^ for ^tte^'^hilll^II^'^of^gx^^^^^ 
eqoity* Viable aorlcing relatioaahipa betaeea i«aearchera, 
legislators, local rural leadera, aad a variety of other 
local cltiaena caa enh a nce the effectiveneaa and efficien- 
cies of public policies to handle these iaauea. On the 
basis of the present study, every rural county seeaa subject 
to these aetropolitan-rural integration-decentralisation 
control-participatioa dynaaica. 

The najor differences between rural localities prob- 
ably lie in the adequacy and effectiveneaa of their reapon- 
ses to these dynaaics* At present oetropolitan localities 
and people appear advantaged over rural people and locali- 
ties in this resfwct* 

The quality of life and future prosperity of the State 
of New York depend in large part upon the adequacy and 
effectiveness of the response of policyaakera in atate 
govemoent, as well aa in rural and oetropolitan areas* to 
the Issues of hoir to aove into the postindustrial era of the 
twenty-flrat century In huosne, participatory, and equitable 
vays. 
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thim t^mOMM IneluiM ubttlar suMriM of d«tA for 
each comttx tjrps* The figures in cfae dlsctsssioa text corre- 
spond CO tiwM Mtes tcblo 1 ton is wnvhsd as 
f ifmo 1 in Cte text* AUo» data aomeea for ««!k of the 
taUas and coreaapoBdlng fignrM are Uated t^^etlier la 
appendix D« Comty types 1-6 for eadi of ttis tables are 
describsd telov* 



las. 



1 Oownstate Mecropolitan Counties 

2 Upstate Hetropelitwi Couaties 

3 Rural Comities Iteder Extmsive Urban 
Infloeiice 

4 Sural Counties Under Considerable Urban 
Influence 

5 Rural Counties Under Moderate Urban 
Influence 

6 Rural Counties Under United Urban 
Influence 
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is COttsIf YffiM f<-6, Mr fork Stmf, f950-tM9 



CaSBtj Cfp« 1950 1960 1970 1900 

1 9rS55,943 10,090,033 11,075,700 10,003,501 

2 2,OSO,SS0 3,020,102 3,759,502 3,000,005 

3 019,190 097,009 V002,007 1,050,090 
0 9M,2f5 1,O15«702 1,073,507 1,m,f02 
5 021,720 0«,590 530,105 591,mi 
0 270,510 279,320 292,330 319,205 



iB COBBtj Types 1-6, lev York State, 1950*1900 



CovBty Type 



1950 



1960 



1970 



1900 



OetcopolitBB 
1 
2 

Bvcai 
3 
0 
5 
6 



0,071 
390 

123 
60 
00 
29 



5,000 
070 

135 
76 
51 
30 



5,016 
520 

150 
61 
59 
32 



5,055 
511 

159 
00 

65 
35 



135 



123 



tmhl9 3« MttBber of Oec«fi«i Boosiag Osita 

is CMBtf Tyf«8 fev fork State^ 19S0-1980 



Cottiitf Ci^e 1950 19i0 1970 1980 
aotcop^litaa 

1 2,816,015 3,853,023 3,876,503 3,963,005 

2 811,218 1,0U,021 1,157,775 1,299,680 
Bscal 

3 239,563 268,670 307,707 368,782 
8 259,902 295,911 323,600 388,639 

5 121,836 136,339 160,023 199,859 

6 77,005 M,7«6 88,253 108,928 



table 8. Potential Lafcoc forces Persons hqed 21 to 65 

in Connty Types 1-6, lev York State, 1950-1980 



Connty Xjpe 1950 1960 1970 1980 

■etropolltsn ^ 

1 5,603,308 6,083,975 6,237,993 6,128,662 

2 1,635,165 1,793,968 1,902,225 2,015,519 
Bnral 

3 852,826 850,827 891,782 561,299 
8 883,918 899,586 516,390 588,577 

5 223,299 230,717 260,573 310,800 

6 139,821 133,389 137,880 162,785 
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Xable 5. ^otestial Later PQcces Vecsons AgeA 21 to 65 
as a FeccMtage a£ SOfslatioa 
A» Coaatf fffes lev Motk state, t9S0-1»fi0 



Coaoty f Vfe 
fletjcopolltaa 
1 

2 

Baral 
3 

.5 
6 



1950 

58.6 
57.3 

55.2 
53.3 
52.9 
51.? 



1960 


1970 


1980 


56.9 


53.9 


56.7 


52.4 


50.6 


55.0 


50.2 


49.1 


53.1 


49.2 


48.1 


52.5 


.49.2 


48.4 


52.4 


47.7 


47.0 


51.0 



Table 6. Percentage of Popolation 65 Tears of Age and Older 
in Coanty Types 1-6, lev York State,, 1950-1980 



County Type 
Metropolitan 
1 

2 

Bural 
3 
4 
5 
6 



1950 

7.7 
9.1 

10.8 
10.7 
12.1 
10.9 



1960 

9.7 
10.0 

11.6 
11.1 
12.4 
11.9 



1970 

10.9 
10.1 

10.9 
10.9 
11.4 
12.0 



1980 

12.4 
11.9 

12.0 
12.2 
12.5 
13.4 
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fable 7. Feccentftge of TopalAtioo lo&iiiiite 

iB Cosaty fypes Sew lock state, 19511-1980 



COBBty type 


1950 


1960 


19*^0 


aettopolitsB 






18.^ 


1 


8.9 


12.0 


2 


2.9 


4.8 


7.^ 


iaxaX 






i 


3 


0.9 


1.4 


1.9 


- a 


1.1 


1.6 


2.1 


5 


1.2 


1.6 


1.9 


6 


1.1 


1.7 


2.3 



1980 

28.6 
9. a 

2.7 
3.2 
2.3 

3.a 



Table 8. Sork Force: Moabec of Baployed Persoas 

Aged ia aad Over {hqed 16 aad Over ia 1970,1980) 
iB CoBBty Types 1-6, lea York state, 1950-1980 



Coanty Type 1950 1960^ 1970 1960 
Setropolitao 

1 3,915,462 4,362,640 4,607,100 4,616,761 

2 1,128,551 1,280,245 1,453,140 1,581,310 
Snral 

3 318,113 324,966 376,523 437,256 

4 332,638 355,537 386,795 443,602 

5 153,126 169,230 196,680 240,841 

6 96,279 96,844 103,763 120,998 
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Table 9. fork Force aa a fecoeatafe of PoteatiaX Labor Force 
is Coaatj Tfpes 1-6, fork state, 1950-1980 



CosBty Type 


1950 


1960 


1970 


Metropolitaa 






1 


69.9 


71.7 


73.9 


2 


69.0 


71.4 


76.4 


Soral 








3 


70.3 


72.1 


76.6 


4 


68.7 


71.2 


74.9 


5 


68.6 


73.3 


75.5 


6 


68.9 


72.6 


75.5 



1980 

75.3 
78.5 

77.9 
75.4 
77.6 
74.3 



Table 10. Feaales as a Percentage of tbe lork Force 

in County Types 1-6, 8ev Tork state, 1950-1980 



CoQBty Type 
Metropolitan 

1 

2 

Raral 
I 
« 
5 
6 



1950 

32.1 
29.9 

29.2 
28.1 
26.1 
25.2 



1960 

35.1 
33.3 

33.6 
33.1 
32.5 
31.5 



197C 

39.2 
38.3 

37.6 
37.8 
36.5 
36.8 



1980 



#4. 

43. 



1 

3 



«2.3 
«2.6 
<I1.4 
#1.7 
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mm m w^K c wtwf of tmcfc iocc« / 



Co«Btf Type 




%9$0 


1970 


1999 












f 


72.3 


73.7 




92.9 


2 




i2.1 


|it.t 


7n9 


Iccal 










3 


/ 52«« 


St. 2 


M.I 


79.9 


• 




M.O 


•9.« 


79.9 


5 




S7«0 


•3.2 






57«« 


i2«6 


79.2 


71.2 



lable 12. Betail and fkolesalc Trade Baplojaaat 
as a Farcaatage of lock rorce 
in Cooaty Sypea 1*9, Baii fork state, 1950'1989 



Coaaty type 


19S9 


1969 


1979 


1999 


letcopolitaB 






19.3 


19.2 


1 


22ii 9 


19.0 


2 


19.0 


17.2 


19.9 


20.2 


Boral 










3 


19.2 


16.6 


17.0 


19.8 


9 


17.3 


16.9 


17.7 


19.9 


5 


19.2 


19.5 


15.6 


17.5 


6 


1S.2 


16.3 


16.6 


17.5 
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TaJ»le 13. Pal>lic Adaiaistration Ba^ojaent 
as a Pere^ta^a of Bock fovea 
la Coaatf Types lev focic Stata, 1950^19^ 



Coaatf Type 


1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


aetcopolitaa 










1 


«.7 


«.8 


5.7 


5.0 


2 


4.S 


«.9 


5.2 


5.6 


Bacal 










3 


«.7 


5.9 


6.1 


7.2 


• 


3.2 


3.6 




5.0 


5 


«.o 


#.7 


5.1 


5.8 


6 


3.3 


3.6 


».9 


5.« 



lable 14. Baployaent Bdacatioa 

as a Peccaatage of Bock Force 

in Coaaty Types 1*6, lev lock State, 1950-1980 



Coonty Type 1950 1960 1970 1980 
Betcopolitan 

1 2.9, 4.1 7.3 7.9 

2 3.7 5.2 9.0 10.1 
Bacal 

3 3.8 6.2 9.8 .7 
« 5.2 8.1 12.5 

5 4.1 6.1 9.4 10.6 

6 5.0 7.7 11.2 12.3 
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faille 15. B»pl<9aeAt ia BeaXtli Sesvioes 
as a feceeatage e£ lock Wosce 
la ceaatf ffyes 1-6, iev f^Jfc State^ I9SIH1980 



ceaaty T|pe 


1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


iatcopoXitaa 










t-.: ■ 1 


3«6 


3.0 


6.0 


6.9 


• 2 




3.5 


6.6 


9.3 


Bacal 










3 


3.3 


2.6 


5.9 


6.2 


a 


3.5 


3.2 


5.9 


8,1 


5 


3.3 


2.6 


6.1 


6.0 


6 


3.3 


2.9 


5.6 


7.9 



■i 



Table 16. Eeployaent la Fioaacef iBsarasce aad Beal Sstate 
as a Perceatege of Sock Force 
ia COBBty Types 1-6, lev fork State, 1950'-1980 



Coantj Type 


1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


Ketropolitao 










1 


7.2 


7.7 


9.5 


10.5 


2 


3.1 


3.7 




5.« 


Bncal 










3 


2.1 


2.6 


3.2 


3.9 


» 


2.2 


2.8 


3.2 


3.5 


5 


1.9 


2.5 


2.0 


3.5 


6 


1.6 


2.4 


3.2 


3.5 
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4. 



l«tc»folitaii 


1950 


19«0 


1070 






1 


26. « 


25.4 


27.5 


2 


20.0 


22.0 












3 




2$^3 


23.2 


# 




20.5 


23.3 


S 


15.2 


1T.7 


20.5 


• 


U.7 


10.1 


20*1 



1000 

27.2 

aoir 

21.7 
22.5 
20.2 
20.0 



fable 10. SecoaOarj Sector XapIoyMat 

ae a Pecceataoe of lock Porce 

in Coaaty ffpea 1-0, lev Tork State, 1950-1990 



Coeaty Type 
■etcopolitaa 
1 

2 

laral 
3 
0 
5 
0 



1950 

27,2 
37.0 

39.9 
29.9 

29.3 
19.6 



1960 

25.9 
36.0 

35.0 
30.7 
31.0 
21.5 



1970 

19.0 
30.6 

30.3 
26.3 
29.9 
20.6 



1990 

17.5 
27.0 

26.9 
25.0 
27.5 
21.7 
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7al»Ie 19* Sotal iMtec o£ lasnf^tariBf Oaits 
■•pXaf lag 20 w io£« ^ssoas 

is Coastj ^tV^ i'-6# f«« fock St«te» 1950-1980 



Coaaty f yp« 


1950 


1900 


1970 


1900 


Sdtropolitas 


— Tf7t50 










11,701 


9,799 


8,396 




1,928 


1,086 


1,617 


1,739 


Beral 












513 


093 


097 


057 




564 


512 


526 


093 


5 


270 


270 


250 


235 


0 


135 


116 


110 


105 



Table 20. lotal laabei: of Oaaafactasiag Oaits 
Baployiag IpO or lore Peraoas 
ia Coaaty Types 1-6, lev Tock state, 1950-1980 



Coanty Type 



1950 



1960 



1970 



1990 



■etropolitaa 
1 

2 

Baral 
3 
0 
5 
6 



1,526 
727 

105 
20O 
94 

33 



1,815 
661 

198 

193 
93 
30 



1,744 
601 

180 
204 
95 
30 



1,475 
589 

164 

202 
65 
46 
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fable 21. pciaary Sector BapXejaeat 

as a 9«roeftta|^ Itock f ocee 
ia eesaty f-^^ itee fork State^ l9S0-f980 

Coeaty tjoe 19S0 i960 1970 1980 

ietcopolltaa 



1 

2 

BaraX 
3 

a 

5 

6 



1950 


1960 


1970 


0.0 


0.5 


0«« 


3.2 


1.9 


1.3 


9.1 


6.1 


3.5 


M3.7 


8.a 


5.3 


18.8 


ii.a 


6.9 


23.8 


15.9 


9.0 



0.5 
1.1 

3.1 
8.6 
6.0 
7.1 



fable 22. 



Aferage Perceatage of lead in Agricaltare 

is Coaaty fypes 1-6, lev fork State, 1950-1980 



Coaoty f ype 
Betropolltan 
1 

2 

Bocal 

3 

a 

5 

6 



1950 

15.9 
60.3 

58.6 
57.2 
50.9 
41.2 



1960 

9.5 
«8.6 

54.7 
48.2 
44.1 
35.1 



1970 

6.1 
35.6 

42.3 
36.3 
35.1 
25.1 



1980 

4.6 
32.4 

40.3 
33.8 
33.7 
22.7 
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Sable 23. Vot&l Boabec of farss \ 

itt Cosatf tfpes 1*6, Bet^ ffurk SUte, 1950*1980 



Coast J Sfpe 
letcopolit«it 
2 

Boral 
3 
0 

5 
6 



1950 



4,185 
20,919 

23,015 
10,199 
20,920 
15,339 



1960^ 



2,003 
16,807 

16,076 
23,009 
10,159 
10,200 



1970 



1,030 
10,350 

10,111 
10,079 
9,560 
6,379 



1980 



1,116 
8,198 

8,098 
12,202 
8,150 
5,267 



Table 20. total Acres Bacveste4 ia Igricaltnre 

la coaaty Types 1-6, Be« fork SUte, 1950-1980 



Cooatj Type 1950 1960 1970 1980 
Betropolitaa 

1 21,710 13,017 8,302 6,293 

2 276,542 222,958 163,061 106,610 
Baral 

3 250,200 233,601 180,877 172,207 
0 088,099 011,663 309,603 286,091 

5 297,558 257,975 205,265 196,681 

6 202,835 207,069 107,601 133,560 
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Sable 25* total Sa^kat false of Aacicaltacal Pcodiwts Sol4 
(Ibottaaaibi of BoUara iaiaataa to f980 OoUar^ 
is Coaat/ ffpes t*«, lev York State, 1950-1980 

« 

Ceaaty Tfpe 1950 1960 1970 1980 

OetxofOlitas 2U^21% 178,985 182,013 118,282 

2 518,653 891,929 878,297 436,353 
Bocal 

3 813,167 888,578 888,886 887,862 
8 563,705 588,201 622,188 606,962 

5 660,799 508,918 888,286 882,368 

6 300,023 283,560 331,788 292,352 



table 26* ■ediaa faaily Xacoae (Dollaca) 

in Coantf Typea 1*6, lev lock State, 1950-1980 



Ceaaty Type 


1950 


1960 


Betsr^olitas 


3,655 


6,569 


1 


2 


3,506 


6,519 


Bvcal 






3 


3,280 


5,779 


8 


2,969 


5,525 


5 


2,798 


5,432 


6 


2,612 


4,955 



1970 



10,901 
10,906 

9,993 
9,049 
9,622 
8,516 



1980 



20,344 
21,405 

19,513 
17,428 
18,917 
16,007 
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f «bl« 27. ••Aim rMUf %mtm9 UfrntU t9 iW 



COttBty I7p« l«S« 1M0 ff7e 1990 



f ta^ito tt,929 2«,sa7 ai^rn 

2 12, m It^lM 24,943 29,992 

3 11,179 19,297 22,999 22,299 
9 19#a2ft 15,991 29,399 1f,m 
S 9,«St 19,319 21,999 21,999 
9 9,911 13,973 19,191 19,299 



Table 28. ferceatafa of Pacaoaa Igtd 25 aad Ovac 
«ao Bava Coaplatad Som Collafa or Move 
iB coaatj Yypaa 1-9^ Baa lock Stata, 1950-1999 



Caaatj Typa 
Batcopolitao 


1950 


1960 


1970 


1990 






21.5 


33.0 


1 


13.6 


17.5 


2 


12*9 


16.3 


22.3 


32.9 


Bocal 










3 


12.6 


19.6 


19.9 


29.9 


9 


13.3 


1S.6 


21.6 


29.9 


5 


11.9 


13.5 


10.6 


26.9 


6 


13.0 


1«.7 


19.2 


26.5 
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tafele 29. Pm«ata9e of ialior ferc« itempXoyed 

Coanty fypos 1*6 « let lock state, 1950*1980 



Coiifity Sfpe 
MetsopolitaB 

1 

2 

Baral 
3 

a 

5 
6 



1950 


1960 


1970 


5.9 


a.o 


3.1 


5.« 


5.0 


3.6 


5.2 


6.9 


4.5 


5.5 


6*6 


4.7 


5.7 


6.4 


4.2 


6.6 


8.4 


5.4 



1980 

6.3 
7.1 

6.5 
8.9 
8.9 
10.0 



Table 30. Parceatage ot Faailiea ia Poverty 

is Coonty Types 1-6, lee York State, 1950-1980 



Cottoty Type 
OetcopolitaD 

1 

2 

Raral 
3 
4 
5 
6 



1950 

18.4 

17.5 

22.6 
27.7 
31.2 
34.2 



1960 

13.2 
12.3 

16.7 

ie.6 

16.6 
24.4 



1970 

12.6 
10.0 

11.1 
14.0 
12.5 
16.3 



1980 

16.3 
10.6 

11.2 
14.2 
12.0 
16.0 
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fabXe 31. Peccentage of faailles in Ifflaeiice 

in Conatj Tjpea 1*6, lev lock State* 1950-1980 



Cenntf Type 


1950 


1960 


1970 


ietcopolltan 








1 


30.0 


22.2 


29.2 


2 


24.3 


16.4 


24.9 










3 


20.2 


13.4 


19.1 


4 


16.1 


11.8 


15.8 


5 


14.5 


11.0 


17.7 


6 


12.6 


9.6 


13.8 



table 32. Percentage of Occapied Dvelliag Onits 
vitli Indoor Ploabiag 

in Conaty Types 1-6, lev lock state, 1950-1980 



Coanty Type 
letEopolitan 


1950 


1960 


1970 








1 


68.2 


83.4 


97.9 


2 


82.4 


82.4 


97.9 


Bocal 








3 


69.9 


73.5 


95.6 


4 


69.7 


72.2 


96.1 


5 


62.8 


70.3 


95.4 


6 


64.8 


68.4 


94.9 
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Sable 33. Znfaiit aoctaUty {fteee*feac Average) 
per One Xbeasana £ive,^ictfca 
ifi Cosaty types 1-6, Sev Iwk State, 1950-1980 



Coast y f vpe 
aetropolltaB 

1 

2 

Bsral 
3 
« 
5 
6 



1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


29.6 


2«.6 


20.5 


13.8 


25.9 


23.2 


18.6 


11.6 


26.6 


22.S 


17.5 


11.1 


26.3 


23.5 


18.2 


11.0 


25.7 


22.7 


17.8 


8.7 


31.0 


25.7 


19.7 


12.0 



Table 3a. Hoaber o£ SoiciAes per 100,000 Persons 

in con&ty Types 1-6, 8e« fork state, 1950-1980 



Connty Type 1950 1960 1970 1980 
BetcopolitaD 

1 10.8 9.3 7.0 9.1 

2 10.0 6.5 9.0 9.5 
Baral 

3 12-9 9.0 9.2 10.9 
H 15.0 12.7 10.3 10.6 

5 15.« 14.1 9.3 11.5 

6 16.6 12.5 6.9 10.0 
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Table 35. Baaber of Boaicides per f 00, 000 ^Ksoae 

in l^oBBty Types 1-6, lev lock State, 1950-1980 



Coeaty Type 


1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


KetEopolitan 










1 


3.S 


4.4 


10.5 


18*0 


2 


1-5 


1-3 


3.9 


5-5 


fiocal 










3 


0.7 


1.6 


1.9 


1.7 


« 


1.3 


1.1 


1.8 


2.9 


5 


0.2 


1.5 


1.5 


2.2 


6 


1-1 


0.7 


3.1 


2.8 



Table 36. Percentage of Bver- Berried Persons 

Ibose Barciages are Correotly Disrupted 

in Coanty Types 1-6, Bev lork State, 1950-1980 



County Type 


1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


Bettopolitan 










1 


11.7 


17.6 


19.2 


27.6 


2 


13.1 


15.5 


18.9 


22.8 


Baral 










3 


13.« 


15.5 


18.6 


21.1 


« 


13.8 


15.9 


19.7 


21.8 


5 


13.8 


15.5 


16.4 


19.9 


6 


13.7 


16.1 


^ .20.0 


21.6 
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flOdjOBOOMMK ISBBS BBIHEH 19S0 »m 1980 



ERJC i53 ptewus numbered page In 



DeclsioQ Mdeers at aH teveis of governaeat need dote on 
nblcb to base decisions* A variety of deeisimis c^aircs differ* 
eat Idiids of data. State-level tedsioa aslEers need data aliich 
aggregate diffemt types of eoeetics* as wbU m» daU for iodi- 
vldiisl counties, so that tli^ caa aacertain tte extent to ebicii 
eacb comty fita or ^Uum fros a givea ^tem. Local deci- 
sion oakers also need data based botb aa ttwir localities* Md on 
slai la r ooaatiea* so tliey caa better tatrntB tbeir cm coaaty's 
progress relative to other cooparable comfties. All types of 
decision askers need data abicb displ^ trends ia i^ortmt 
indicators related to a mgs of decisioas. Gains or losses on 
iodividaal indicators Mghli|^ wees where close sttentlcm to 
policies be necessary* 



Data aad fadicafgrs 



This appendix presents data to aset several n^ds of state 
and local decisicm afldcers. Trend tables for every cmmty in the 
state on thirty-six key sMiMMUMMiBic indicators ^rrespcmd to 
the four basic categories of the figures in the text: 

— deoograpby (population sixe, density, age- sex distribu- 
tions, snd so forth); 

industrial sectors (priasry-extractive, fl»condary-pro- 
cessing, tertiary-servicing, snd so forth); 

— socioeconomic attsiiSMnt (income snd education levels , 
poverty, affluence, and so forth); and 

— personal iiell-being (mlddes, hooieides, infant aortal- 
ity, Bsrital disruption, snd so forth)* 

These indicators represent fundaaental facts decision 
aakers need about localities in order to adjust tlMeir policies 
and prograw* (kmnties vary significantly frcm each other an 
these indicators, both in levels attsined and in trends through 
the decades since 1950. With inforaatioo about tlwse levels and 
trends, and coaparisons with coiqwrable counties even on these 
fev Indicators, decision aakers should find their tasks aade 
easier. 

Nearly all indicators are f roa census data published for or 
near the census years 1950, 1960, 1970, and 1980. Appendix D 
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lists the <»iistt8-d8ta scmrces for each ladleator. k full de- 
e^vip^ioa of tlie i^icators is gi^POi in each of cheM ceasos 
wlwaM, A traid co^arlsoa on each li^cator for six grooplngs 
of cowities is presented in tte mala body of this report, ^tere, 
treiMto are presented m each indicator for dmnistate mud ^wtate 
netropolltaft eotmties and for foor sets of rural cotntties under 
different degrees of urban influence, fiiese data soppleaent tl» 
trend data* 



Tte ccKmties are grmsped tere ^cording to the typology of 
counties develops in the text (see ^ges 8-13), ratlwr thaA, for 
instance* in alj^betical order. Six types of oHBities were 
estftblisl^* TWO of ttMse sets of coimties are aore aetro^litan 
in diaracter, and four are oore rural under varioM (tegrees of 
urban influence. i» alj^tetic listing ax^ thatx cross'-refer- 
ences are given Just befoi^ the presentation of data below. 

Hetrdpolitan counties are those defined as having 200, (XK) 
or aoreipeople within their borders. Eighteen Hew York counties 
neat this criteri<m. Tte five ccKmty-bormighs certainly repre- 
sent a hub of Hew York City, and adding those counties iamdiate- 
ly contiguous— Hassan, Westchester , Suffolk, and Rockland — la 
only logical. 'Riese nine counties are groiqted into tte downstate 
netropolitan set. 

In contrast, Dutchess and Orange Counties both have lower 
cooButing rates (less than 17 percent) than otiwr counties around 
New York City, and a such higter proportion of their population 
living in rural places ( places ssal' than 2,5(X) people). Thus 
these two countiea are ■ groui^d with .>e seven u[Mtate netropoli- 
tan counties, and the whole set of nine is designated here as 
upstate netropolitan. 

The four sets of rural counties are grouped defending upon 
the degree of urban influence on Chera (see table 2 in the text, 
page 11). The concept of urbm influence refers to the extent to 
which people regularly live and/or work in sore urban and mtro- 
polltan settings* Ttuis counties with high rates of coonuting to 
work, and with relatively larger urban places inside their bor- 
ders, aay be said to be under greater urban. influence. 

Rural counties under the nost extensive urban influence, 
therefore, are those with larger places In then (at least one 
place having 10, (KK) people or nore), and where aore than 20 
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percent of the work force leave the county for eaployment • Those 
mSev ete leMt itrlMin tntl<t3«noe hssw wboa pla^ of less than 
10»<MK> people ss their largrot place ^ smi have workers i^ tmstly 
do not leave the etmatf for Chelr ^rlojraeat* The otter two 
rural county types fall hetMsen tl^se esctreaes. 

Because each county is grouped according to the typology, 
data for coaparable OMHitles can be found easily for further 
analysis* 



Thirty-six different indicators and population pyramids for 
these six cotmty types were analysed in some detail la the mala 
body of this report. Ttese imlicators were exrained for the 
census years froa 1950 to 1980 through analysing trmid lines for 
the six Go»ity types* 1^ iN^latim j^aaiids also ^roj^ted 
population growth to the year ZOOO. In addition » general inter- 
pretations of these data were nade in the report specifyii^ sons 
of the likely outcones of these trends as Hew York moves toward 
the twenty-first c^tury. Indicators in tte amatf data sets of 
this appendix are geared to the trends presented earlier in this 
reiK>rt, and are ni^iered in identical ways here so tiwt they can 
be coapared wore easily with the trend data specified there. 

The county trend tables, which present the data on socio- 
econooic indicators for each county frow 19S0 to 19M» use ab- 
breviated table titles for each indicator. The complete table 
titles are given just prior to the data for the individual 
counties. 

Through analysing data in both the trend and county data 
sets, comparisons between each of the individual counties within 
8 given county type can readily be made. It is actually nore 
relevant to ccmpare trends in individual counties which have 
essentially similar characteristics than it is to ccmpare any 
given county to a state average. Vith fourteen million of the 
state's seventeen million people located in Mtropolitan coun- 
ties, and ten million in the doimstate metropolitan counties, 
state averages are heavily infli^nced by the imbalance in the 
state toward metropolitan characteristics. Thus coai»risons 
between counties within the sets of rural county types becooe 
relevant for understanding trends in any given rural county. 

Further, no effort is made in this report to make predic- 
tions for any given county on the specific directions in which 
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the trends aighc be aovlng in thm fotofe* Seae geaerel prlncl- 
plM f^t^ oaduU^ eae^ fmdtetimm mm 41sct«cA to tkc oaiJi 
text. Deei*lo9i maHi^n Cteir aivitory •€«ff« say wuat to 
consider how tlbMtt princip^ i^ght Meet etwir l<Malitl80« 
Uodoitbtedly^ trondii la certain epecifie iodieetors will trnve 
far->rei^iia9 offec^ cm loeel ia«€ic«fti<m ^1 popiti«ti4R»i« IPor 
instance » shifts ia populatim sisa and ita corralatea» as nail 
as indostrial sfilf ts in sopport of Cbs ganeral tread ia Uem York 
toaacd s postindws trial, service society^ are ffsaerally assaaed to 
fundaijBntai ia at feeti^ ^^sioas on a nmSmr ^ public and 
private ^^rsaa, tedgetai moA pen^rael. AitofBtliera tte shifts 
in loealitiea throo^ioat the state tiill defialteif affect aa 
array of local orgtt»i8ati<ms, <^|K>rtoBities« and crises. 



Bvery effort was onde to ^isare tte aecaracy of the data 
reported here. Settees for ail data are listed in ai^midix 
The data are takm from ^wus sources juui believed to be reli" 
able. Still* since the U.S. Barem of the Census did not sake 
cMipaterised racords mrailable fo^ 1950 «Eid l^Q «rad bec^rae the 
1970 census was coaparatlvely difficult to handle on the coopu- 
ter, certain errors my have crept in* As far as we know, the 
1980 census data are correct* ffe calculated t1^ frra the oost 
recent 1980 census tapes » but have not checked then against the 
1980 printed sources. Sin«s tte Census Bureau earlier repla^Hl 
three tapes of tha saro data dwa to errors fow^ in themp we «tst 
offer these data as accurate to tfM best of our knowledge* 

Also, because of the Banner by which certain indicators 
were calculat»i, a few discrepancies nay ariae between the data 
reported here and printctd sources from the census* These inac" 
curacies should be limited to indicators occurring priaarily in 
the data for census years prior to 1980. Certain indicators in 
these data are calculated using fonmlas which rely on converting 
rates into whole nuabers and then back to rates, or vice versa. 
Rounding errors due to having only three significant nuabers in 
the rates always occur under these conditions, and they probably 
occurred here as well. 

Horeover, trend coaparisons of census data also oust take 
into account changes in definitions of the indicators fros one 
decade to the next* Such a situation underlies a nuaber of 
Indicators In this report. Many of these definitional changes 
are discussed earlier in this report in connection with discus- 
slons of tte respective trend figures, as well as In the docuaen- 
t at Ion to the 1980 census. 
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In any eaae, checking the general set of tremls in each 
comtf on eadi tndlcatwr nrveala tittt» el£lifl»|^ cbe data for 
years prior to 1980 nay not te exactly accurate elth tbe printed 
sources in the cenmia* they are generally qolte eloae* Fttrther- 
Bore, rolling error mldoa distorts the general trend fron 19S0 
to 1980 «i the indicators* The vmst eajority were found correct. 



The nejor veloe of this a^ndix is that it praseats in one 
place a wide range of rapraaentative socleecommle ttttid data 
mad soae of ^eir eain eorralatM for every connty in 1km Yortt 
State. In aWtiott» essmtially aiailar conatlea are |axtaposed 
so that coMparisows heteeen thea (and potential proiectiona for 
then) are facilitate* Ho other soarce of date provides this 
inf oraation as easily* The erases «id Connty end City Pata Bo^ 
for the varioos decaawtial yeara since 1950 contaia the ^Uite» hot 
they do not arr^ thee in cosparable ways for interpretation and 
project l<»t* 

Since tr«id data on such representative indicators — in 
d^sgraslky, i^nstrial cMi^Mition^ 8<^oeeoii(«ic attainaent, 
and personal eell-being— era not readily availahle froa other 
mmrces, this appemlix mipplies a «ii<|ee Murce of inforrotifm 
for tr^id analyses for each 8ev York State onntty* Mien trends 
on a nuoher of Indicators converge to show essentially similar 
patterns both within a county and among coaparable counties — 
which is the case repeatedly in these data — thero can be aore 
confidence that a general trend raally exists in a locality or 
set of localities* A knowledge of such trends provides an 
excellent start for serioin contiraplatlon of decisions atout 
publicpolicy alternatives* 
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or f^OKK 8BI8 





(Type 2) 


194 


A 1 lenity 


itfpt^ 6) 


386 




(^Nne 1) 


1S6 




CTyiMi 2) 


198 






278 




(Tvne 3) 


232 




(TvM 4) 


282 




(Tne 4) 


286 




(Type 6) 


39U 


Clinton 


(Tvoe 4) 


290 




(Tne 5) 


328 






294 




(Tvee 6) 


394 


Dittdifinfi 


(Tvoe 2) 


202 


Brie 


(Tyne 2) 


206 




(TVM 6) 


398 


RrAnklin 




402 


Rultm 


(Tvne 3) 


236 




(Type 3) 


240 


Cffienfi 

Wvflk %9^m 


{Tvne 3) 


332 


Hjmi 1 rnn 


(Type 5) 


336 




{Tvne S) 


340 




(Tvoe 4) 


298 


m.nif A 


(Tvne 1) 


160 




(Tvoe 6) 


406 


LlvlllKStOIl 


(Type 5) 


344 




(Tvne 3) 


244 


Monroe 


(Type 2) 


210 


Hon ti nsifirv 


(Tvne 3) 


248 




(Type 1) 


164 


Neif York 


(Tjrpc 1) 


168 


Niagara 




214 


Oneida 


(Typ« 2) 


218 


Oooi^aga 


(Type 2) 


222 


Ontario 


(Type 3) 


232 


Orange 


(Type 2) 


226 


Orleana 


(Type 5) 


348 


(touego 


(Type 3) 


256 


Otsego 


(Type 4) 


302 


Putnam 


(Type 5) 


332 


Qu^aa 


(Type 1) 


172 


Kenaselaer 


(Type 3) 


260 


Rictwood 


(Type 1) 


176 
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Bocklond 






St. Lmmsuse 


(IJnNi 4} 




Saratoga 


(Tsrpa 3> 




Sebrasetady 


3) 


268 


Sdtoliarle 


if^pa 5) 


356 




<Tjrpe 5> 


360 




(taa 5) 


364 


StaubCT 




310 


Suffolk 




IS4 


SttlliVM 


itfpe #) 


410 




(type 5) 


36» 


Toapkins 


(Typa 4) 


314 


Olator 


Ctypo 4) 


318 


Vwrraa 


(Type 4) 


322 


ffarttfflctoff 


(lypa 


372 


li^fite 


<Typ« 3) 


272 


fieatclieater 


(Xypa i) 


188 




(Type 5) 


376 


Yates 


(type ,5) 


380 
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Ml Title 

1. PopttlAti<m 81se in Cmmty tfjtem 
1-6, Hew Torit 8c«ee, 19S0-m0 

2. FepitlftCl«i Dessiejr (Fftrsooe per 
Square Mile) in County ffpea 1-6, 
Hmt Toric 9t«Uiy IfSO-l!^ 

3* Muaiber of Occivied Homing Iteite 
in GMtttjf typn 1-6, Hew York 
Stete, 1950-1980 

4* Potmtiel lAhos WoTcet Fersoee 
Age4 21 to 65 in County Types 1-6, 
New Torfc Stete, 1950-1980 

5. Potential Labor Fc^ce: Pereona 
Aged 21 to 65 ae a Fereent^ of 
Po^latim in Comty Typee 1-6, 
New York State, 1950-1980 

6. Percentage of Populatioa 65 Years 
of Age and Older in Cooaty Typee 
1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 

7. Percentage of Popnlation Bkmwhlte 
In County Types 1-6, New York 
State, 1950-1980 

8. Work Force: Niial»er of &q»lo3red 
Persons Aged 14 and Over (Aged 
16 and Over In 1970, 1980) in 
County Types 1-6, New York State, 
1950-1980 

9* Work Force as a Percentage of 
Potofttial Labor Force in County 
Types 1-6, New York State, 
1950-1980 

10* Feaales as a Percentage of the 
Work Force in County Types 1-6, 
New York State. 1950-1980 



iU^ewieti«» 
Pi^letion 

Pop Density 
Occupied Houses 
21-65 Age 6r<Hip 
Percent 21-65 



Percent 654- 



Z Ntmwhite 



N &iq>loyed 



X Eaployed 21-65 



X Feaales Working 
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Fall TltU 

11. Tertiary (tervlce) Sector E^lojr 
Mat a» a Rnrcentaso ot fiork 
Force in Ccma^ ff9^ l~6f Mnr 
York State, 1«50-19«0 

12. Retail «ii4 Mioleaale l^mim Eteploy- 
Mttt aa a f terc e wt age of Work 
force is Gawity ^ppea 1"4» K^i 
York State, 1950-im 

13. Fiiblic AdainiatratioB Ei^ioyBeiit 
as a Fercoitage of ifork Feree in 
CouBty fFpea 1-6, Hair York State, 
1950-im 

14. Eaploynent in Bducatioa aa a 
Percentage of Work Force in 
Oouaty Typea 1-6, Mnr York State, 
19S0-19S0 

15. E^loynrat in Health Senricea as 
a Forcentage of Vork Force in 
Comity Types 1-6, New York State, 
1950-1980 

16. fiaployoent in Finance, Insurance 
and Real fotate aa a Bsrcentage 
of Mark Force in Comty Typea 
1-6, Ifow York State, 1950-1980 

17. Managerial, Prof eaaional , and 
Technical EBploynent as a Per- 
centage of Vork Force in County 
Types 1-6, New York State, 
1950-1980 

18. Secondary Sector foploynent as a 
Percentage of tfork Force in 
County Types 1-6, Hew York State, 
1950-1980 

19. Total Musdwr of Manufacturing 
Units Eaploying 20 or More 
Persons in County Types 1-6, 
New York State, 1950-1980 

20. Total Nutaber of Manufacturing 
Units Eaploying 100 or More 
Persons in County Types 1-6, 
New York State, 1950-1980 



Abbreviation 
X Tertiary lad. 

X Retail, fftiolea* 

X Pttbl. Adain. 

X Education 

X Health Itervlce 

X Fin, Ins, Real Bat. 

X Manag*-Profess« 

Z Secondary Ind. 
N Mfg., 20^ Eapls. 
N Mfg., 100+ Eapls. 
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full Title 

21. PrlBory Sector BBployaeat as a 
l^rcoit^e of Ifwk F^ree in 
Cottntjr tfpoB 1"%^ Bev York 
State* 1950-1980 

22. Average Percentage of Land in 
Agriotltore in County l^rpes 1-6, 
new York State, 19S0-im 

23. Total MMwr of Far» in County 
Types 1-6, Ifeir York State, 
1950-1980 

24. Total Acres ftirvested in 
Agrienltwe in Cmmty Types 1-6, 
Rev York State, 1950-1980 

25« Total Market ?alne of Agricoltvral 
Products Sold (Thousands of 
Dollars Adjusted to 1980 Dollars) 
in County Types 1-6, New York 
State, 1950-1980 

26. Median Family Incooe (Dollars) in 
County Types 1-6, New York State, 
1950-1980 

27. Median Family Income Adjusted to 
1980 Dollars by the Consusser 
Price Index in County Types 1-6, 
Hew York State, 1950-1980 

28. Percentage of Persons Aged 25 and 
Over Wio Rave Completed Some 
College or More In County Types 
1-6, New York State, 1950-1980 

29. Percentage of Labor Force 
Unemployed in County Types 1-6, 
New York State, 1950-1980 

30. Percentage of Families In Poverty 
in County Types 1-6, New York 
State, 1950-1980 

31. Percentage of Families In 
Affluence in County Types 1-6, 
New York State, 1950-1980 



iy»breviati<w 
X PriMry Ind. 

% Land in Agric* 
N Farms 

Acres Harvested 
Adj. Mkt. Val. Ag. 

Ned* Fam. Inc. 
Adj. Med. Fam. Inc. 

% Some (k>ll. 

S Unemployed 

X Vamst in Poverty 

% Fans, in Affluence 
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Foil Tttle 

32. Pere«acage of Occupied ftaeXling 
UolCs tfith Indoor Pl«Hd>lng In 
Coofitjr tfpcs l'-6» new York 
State, 1950-1980 

33. Infant Mortality (Three-Year 
4verfl^) per tee Th otw an d Live 
Bir^ in Gmty Types 1«6, 
Rew York State, 1950-1980 

34. IMwr of Sttlcldee per 100,000 
Per8<Hi8 in GottDty Typea IHft, 
IS&t York State, 1950-1980 

35. tater of Hoaieides per 100,000 
Pereoaa in Ceenty Types 1-6, 
Umt York State, 1950-1980 

36. Percentage of Ever-Married 
Persons Hbose Harriages are 
Currently Disrupted in County 
Types 1-6, New York State , 
1950-1980 



Abbreviation 
Z Rses «• Plin^ 

Infant Mortality 

W Suicides 

PC Boaicides • 

% Disrupted Marrgs* 
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New York State County Type 1 
Downstate Metropoiltan Counties 
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The northenu^t borough of Kev York City, Che Bronx ranks 
fourth aaong the city's five boroughs In population. Totalling 
m>re than 1*1 Billl(»i people, the population Is c<mpletely urban, 
and 17,6 percent of Its work force coonute outside the borough 
for work* 

Between 1970 and 1980 the Bronx lost over 300,000 people, 
but it lost a net of only 150,000 adults between twenty-one and 
sixty-five years of age. \ It took a net loss of nearly 70,000 
households. Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 it lost nore than 
125,000 Jobs. 

Its Ruuiufacturing econoiaic base is small, with only 17 per- 
cent of the work force in oanufacturlng In 1980, and Is still 
slowly declining. In 1980, the Bronx had 52 plants which employ- 
ed 3 hundred or TOre persons, and 395 plants which ^ployed twen- 
ty or more persons. 

Its service sector Is large, with nearly 83 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
Is about average for the dowastate metropolitan counties, and Is 
growing slowly. 

There are several colleges trlthln its borders, but only 20 
percent of residents ov6r twenty-five years of age had some 
college background in 1980. This percentage Is much lot^r than 
the average for other metropolitan counties. 

Unemployment In the Bronx in 1980 was a relatively high 9.2 
per-ent, above the average of other downstate counties. Also 
very high were the Bronx's poverty rate (30 percent), and its 
rate of marital disruption (39 percent). 
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COUNTY: BRONX 
COiNTY TYPES I 

TABLE TITLE 1950 



DEMOGRAPHY 



I 


POPULATE C»4 


l,45lt277 


2 


POP DENSITY 


35t397 


3 


OCCUPIED HOUSES 


425 f 021 


4 


21-65 AGE GROUP 


847 ff 143 


5 


PERCENT 21-65 


58.4 


6 


PERCENT 65* 


7.3 


T 


% NONWHITE 


6.9 



INDUSTRY 



8 


N 


ENPLOYED 


583tl23 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


68.6 


10 


% 


FEMALES WORKING 


30.5 


11 


% 


TERTIARY IND. 


72.2 


12 


% 


RETAIL* WHOLES. 


25.2 


13 


% 


PUBL. ADMIN* 


5.8 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


2.6 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERV^ICE 


3.1 


16 


% 


FINtlNSfREAL EST. 


7.3 


17 


% 


MANAG.-PltOFESS. 


24.0 


18 


t 


SECONDARY IND. 


27.6 


19 


H 


MFG.ff 204' EMPLS. 


645 


20 


H 


MFG.f 100* EMPLS. 


75 


21 


% 


PRIMARY IND. 


0.1 


22 


% 


LAND IN AGHIC. 


0.0 


23 


N 


FARMS 


19 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


0 


25 


ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 


520 



SOCIOECONOMIC 



26 


MEO. FAM. INCOME 


3f612 


27 


AOJ MED. FAM. INC. 


L2»461 


28 


S SOME COLLEGE 


lO.O 


29 


% UNEMPLOYED 


7.5 


33 


S FAMS. IN POVERTY 


17.4 


31 


% FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 


27.6 


JRSONAL WELL-BEING 




32 


% HSES W. PLUMBG 


95.1 


33 


INFANT MORTALITY 


23.9 


34 


SUICIDES PER CAP. 


9.4 


35 


HOMICIDES PER CAP. 


2.5 


36 


f DISRUPTED ffA^^RGS. 


12.4 



1960 


1970 


i960 




1 « A7t .7111 
1 f ^ f & f ff V& 


1 . 16ft. 977 

A 9 AQQ ff 7 ff A 






78. 91 t 

AQ ff 7& * 


A A % - A^ 1 


AQ7. 977 


479« 797 

A^ ff <i ^ • 




7rf^7 .^Al 
ff O4& f 7^ & 


Al 1 •Q77 
0* 4 ff 7 ff ff 


67 1 
9 f • 1 


•»1 II 


7A • ^ 




11 7 
i 1* • ff 


1 7^Q 

* A» 7 


LI mO 


AO tfO 


7c* • 7 




7C> 7 f J 


402.872 


f C • V 


AO A 
07 


A9«S 




J7# Q 


46mO 


f ^ • ff 








1 A 7 






w # .7 


5.0 




5.8 


7.0 




7 .0 


12-3 


8.1 




10.5 


1ft 7 
id* f 


1 7 - A 

A r • w 


17.7 


^ 0 • I 




16^9 




7^c 


•7 ^ 


a7 
0 f 


A7 
Q ff 


57 




A 7 


0-2 






0.0 


a 

0 


1 

• 


3 


0 


0 


0 




• 


118 




A* 9f)A 


13. 163 


i 0 f JL 


t A« AQ^ 


15t006 




11.9 


19.8 






9.2 


15.9 


23.3 


30.0 




16.9 


13.6 


86.6 


99.0 


95.6 


23*9 


22.0 


17.2 


9.7 


4.8 


9.6 


3.2 


16*8 


33.1 


18.0 


24.0 


38.9 
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POPUUATXON DATA BV A6E/SEX 





i970 


t9B» 




tSB 






1 




a 


MO 


ABE 


Ml£ 
MM 




MU FBSLE 


mc 




ms 


fBRE 
41779 


Ml£ 




MtE 

jna 


mi 

361& 

sia 






mm 


4SI0I 4tOB 


¥m 








41497 


S98I 




M44 


SUM 




9Mf9 4m 


MB 


ant 


wm 


JMI7 








38917 


0-if 


9BV 






4aK 


Mm 




mm 






3Ba» 


»M 




1109 


4»S MIB 






4im 




mm 






-48991 






MX 


41109 SMI 




4SI» 






am 






37781 




«|90l 




nSl 4601 


ass 














3BM9 




J73id 






mm 


wa 






aise 


mn 




^WB 


40-4* 


XTZl 




8HBB 3MH 




3BB9 






38081 


mm 




34798 




am 




8Mi SSBI 


aai 






STIft 




uw 


S70I 








*SBB 


OMi am 


88741 








aiiM 


mn 










**iK 


snw aBBB 




S»0 


tBIB 




t9as 


8901 


ettts 




89-6* 


BMS 


*I079 


21414 an 


t0M9 






atoB 














tmn asi4 


MBS 


MS 


t9R7 


CSEI 


19772 


ta99 


OBIT 


iMai 


7D-7* 


ISBN 


flB07 


taa sMos 


IMB 






nao 


11196 


I7» 




1X94 


is-n 






tint imi 


»ir 


ioa 




1709 


8097 


19K7 


6777 


129M 


AM* 




MSB* 


C4B loa 


aw 


1S» 






4714 


1MB 


4889 


«B3 




ma 


6649 


440 9191 


«» 


N»4 




1MS9 




lam 


3798 


IICII 




IDINLf 


1471701 


TDni.1 UMTS 


nmLt 


llttB7 


TDIYLi 


1974919 


miLi 


100UE6 


TDnLt 
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It at ni— !'■ 
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• r»94Ztl i8l«S67l S7«S«ICI If}«9ft7l 









MIMNV 


75-l» 

n-n 

■my 
«H4 

Ml 




75-79 
79-711 

WW 


ftftMMtt 


1^ 
Ml 




4M9 
I9>ll 








Mi 




Ml 
t»f 

W-H 




Ml 

0-ff 










Mi 




Mi 




Ml 




Ml 













El K,V.& linilwiH ar nn'i'i, IMW or M* Omm - Mm Vcrk 
■Bfrt { 



ERIC 



169 

BEST CC?y AVAILABLE 



160 



Goran 



Better fcnowi as Brooklyn^ Kings County is soutteast of Man- 
hattan Islaul across tl» East River on Umg Islands It is the 
largest of Keir York Clty^s five borotigt»» Its population of over 
2.23 millimi people is totally urbm* Almost half (44*2 percent) 
of its work force coarate outside the borough to iiork* 

Between 1970 and 1980 Kings County lost about 370,000 peo- 
ple , including a net loss of 160»(XK) ^ults between tiienty--one 
and sixty^five years of a^, and 48p(KK) households* Moreover, 
betiieen 1970 and 19M the ni^wr of Jobs teld by its i^ple fell 
by aliBOSt 145t000» 

The county ^ s manufacturing econonic base is sisall and de-* 
dining slightly, vlth only 19 percent of its 1980 ifork force in 
manufacturing. In 1980, Brooklyn had 213 plants which mployed a 
hundred or more persons, and 1,466 plants which employed twenty 
or more persons # The coiuity has no significant agricultural 
base, with a 1990 adjusted value in total products sold of Just 
$205,000, 

Brookljrn^s service sector is large, with over 81 percent of 
the 1980 w>rk force engaged In service Industries* This percen- 
tage is about average for other downstate metropolitan counties, 
and Is growing slowly# 

The county has several colleges within its borders, but only 
about 23 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had some 
college background In 1980» This percentage is somewhat lower 
than the average for comparable counties, 

Brooklyn's unemplo)rment rate in 1980 was a relatively high 9 
percent, above the average of other downstate metropolitan coun- 
tlesp Comparatively, It had a very high poverty rate (26 per-- 
cent), and its rate of aiarital disruption was a high 32 percent. 
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coi^ty: kings 
county type j 1 



TAiif TITLE 1950 

DEMOGRAPHY 

t POPULATION 2t738»175 

2 POP DENSITY 39fll7 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 795f665 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 1*575*510 

5 PERCENT 21-65 57.5 

6 PERCENT 65* 7.4 

7 % NONMHITE 7.8 

INDUSTRY 

8 N ENPLOYEO 1 #087,479 

9 % EMPLOYED 21-65 69.0 

10 % FEMALES MORKING 30.6 

11 % TERTIARY INO. 67.1 

12 % RETAILf imOLES. 23.1 

13 % PUBL. AOMIN. 4.6 

14 % EDUCATION 2.4 

15 % HEALTH SERVICE 2.9 

16 % FINt INS, REAL EST. 6.7 

17 % MANAG. -PROFESS. 23.6 

18 % SECONDARY INO. 32.7 

19 N MFG., 29* EMPLS. 2,586 

20 N MFG., 100^ EMPLS. 370 

21 % PRIMARY IND. 0.2 

22 « LAND IN AGRIC. 0.0 

23 N FARMS 65 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 0 

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 2,542 

SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,447 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 11,892 
26 f SOM^ COLLEGE 9.8 

29 « UNEMPLOYED 7.7 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 19.7 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 25.7 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 % HSES PLUMBG 86.3 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 24.7 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 7.6 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 3.1 

36 % DISRUPTED MAROGS. 12.4 



1960 1970 1980 



2,627,319 2,602,012 2,230,936 



37,534 


37tl72 


31,871 


850t866 


876,119 


828,257 


1,484,435 


1,368,658 


1,209,267 


56.5 


52.6 


54.2 


9.9 


11.2 


12.5 


14.5 


26.8 


43.3 


1,046,724 


965,297 


820,786 


70.5 


70.5 


67.9 


34.3 


39.1 


44.9 


69.8 


79.4 


81.1 


18.5 


17.2 


17.4 


4.7 


5.7 


5.0 


3.2 


6.0 


6.6 


2.5 


5.4 


9.0 


8.5 


12.2 


13.3 


19.2 


19.7 


20.0 


30.0 


20.4 


18.7 


2,700 


1,993 


1,466 


384 


307 


213 


0.2 


0.2 


0.2 


0.0 


a.o 


0.0 


14 


1 


5 


0 


0 


0 


986 


• 


205 


5,816 


8,859 


14,664 


16,401 


19,933 


16,717 


9.8 


13.1 


22.7 


5.1 


4.2 


9.0 


16.0 


18.0 


25.9 


15.0 


18.9 


15.4 


81.4 


98.1 


94.8 


27.1 


24.9 


16.4 


7,1 


6.4 


6.9 


5.6 


14.9 


29.0 


17.5 


22.4 


32.2 
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Located just eMC of Qaeens and extondlog to twth the oorth 
and south shores of Umg Islaiut, Massaii Cmmty is an average^ 
slsed domstate TCtropoUtm county* Its |N>|mlatl<« of over 1«32 
ttlllion people is almost totally urtoi. Over oiM*thittf (35*9 
percent) of its work force cranute outside the comty to irork* 

Levlttovn is its largest city, irith a 1^0 population of 
just over 57^000 prople* 

Betueen 1970 and 1980 Bassau County lost about 107,000 peo- 
ple, but actually galm^ a net of »ore than 21,400 adults beticsen 
twenty-oiie and sixty*flve years of age, and gained 22,300 house- 
holds. Moreover, the ntmber of Jobs held by its people grew 
beti«een 1970 and 1990 by about 3S,000« 

Nassau County *s mmiufacturing econmic base is snail and 
declining slightly, irlth only 16 i^rcent of the 1980 ifork force 
in manufacturing. In 1980, Nassau had 142 plants i^ch enployed 
a hundred or more persons, and 636 plants iriiich employed ttienty 
or more persons # Its agricultural base is mxch smaller than the 
average New York 'State county in total products sold, and declin- 
ing, vith a 1980 adjusted value of Just over $4*4 million* 

Its service sector Is large » vith over 83 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries # This percentage 
Is about average for other downstate metropolitan counties and 
is growing slovly* 

Nassau County has several colleges irlthin its borders, and 
about 40 percent of i^ple over tvienty^f Ive years of age had some 
college background in 1980. This percentage is scMmevrtiat higher 
than the average for ccmparable dotmstate metropolitan counties* 

Nassau County* s unraployment rate in 1980 ms 4*5 percent , 
slightly below the average of other comparable counties* It also 
had a comparatively very low poverty rate (5.3 percent) , and a 
comparatively low rate of marital disruption (17*6 percent). 
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CCKfNTV: NASSAU 
CC^NTV TyPEi I 

TABtE TITLE 

Oei>»6RAf»HV 

1 POPUtATICM 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-6$ AGE GffOUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65^ 

7 Z NONWHITE 

lltOUSTRV 



s 


N 


ENPtOYEO 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


t 


FEMALES WORKING 


11 


* 


TERTIMY INC. 


12 


% 


PETAILff WHOLES* 


13 


% 


PUBL. ADMIN. 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 


16 


* 


FINflNSfREAL EST. 


17 


% 


NANAG. -PROFESS. 


18 


% 


SECONDARY INO. 


19 


N 


MFG.f ZO* EMPLS. 


20 


N 


NfG.f 100* EMPLS. 


21 


% 


PRIMARY IND. 


22 


% 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


23 


H 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 « FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 « FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

3? % HSES W. PLUMB6 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PEP CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 



1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


672f 765 


If 300«171 


m j> Aa a a a 

If428»d80 


« AAA C A A 

1*321*582 


2t328 


4*499 


4f944 


4*573 


188f 629 


M A A 9A^% 

348 f 729 


401*056 


^ A A # A • 

423*401 


390*338 


685*190 


750*140 


771*594 


56.0 


52*7 


^ A MP 

52*5 


58*4 


6.0 


^ A 

6*2 


7.9 


« A ^ 

10*6 


2.6 


A A 

3*2 


5*1 


A ^ 

8#6 


255*721 


M 1^ A ^ft A A 

472*922 


569*199 


^Atf AAA. 

625 f 280 


65*5 


69*0 


75*9 


AC A 

81*0 


25.5 


A A A 


A iff 


41*1 


75.7 


^ M A 


^ A A 


83«4 


21.0 


A A 4 

20.7 


21*5 


A A C 

22 • 5 


4.8 


5*0 


^ A 

6.0 


5*1 


3.8 


6.1 


9*0 


9.2 


2*7 


1*6 


4*8 


7*5 


7.5 


6.9 


7.8 


9.3 


35.3 


A ^ ^ 

36*4 


AC? A 

35.8 


30*1 


22.6 


24.9 


19*2 


• ^ A 

16*0 


284 




X A A 

669 


636 


61 


124 


153 


142 


1.7 


A A 

0.9 


J. 6 


A ^ 

0«6 


14.2 


3.9 


1.3 


0.6 


618 


A A 

232 


83 


94 


2*626 


721 


240 


111 


^ A • A A 

38* 188 


I9f 874 


13*171 


M A. JL 

4f 443 


4f 524 


a etc 
Of 515 


14f 692 


*> A AAA 

28 f 444 


1 5*608 


24*012 


32*922 


32*426 


20.8 


20.8 


29.3 


40.0 


2.7 


2.0 


2.4 


4.5 


10.5 


5.5 


5.2 


5.3 


43.8 


37.6 


48.0 


46.4 


95.5 


96.0 


99.0 


99.1 


20.7 


19.8 


15.7 


11.6 


10.4 


6.5 


T.6 


8.2 


0.6 


1.5 


2.3 


3.7 


3.3 


10.9 


13.4 


17.6 
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LocaM <m ManbaCtfim Islat^ between the Rudsm, East, md 
Harlea Rivers, and the core of New York City's ecomwlc baM, Hew 
York Cottnty has a population of over 1.42 millioa people. It 
is totally urban, and the third largest of New York City's five 
borottghs (eotmtles). Only 10.5 percent of its work force cosaaute 
outside ManhattflA Islai^ to work. 

Between 1970 aoA 1980 Hew "York County lost about- 111,000 
people, including a net of over 10,0(X> adults between ti^nty-one 
and slxtjr^five years of age. Yet it actw^ll^ gained 17,200 
households* The nw^er of Joto f»ld by its people fell by about 
8,000 between 1970 and 1980. 

The county* 8 Baaufacturing ecoiumic base la soallp vlth 17 
percant of Che 1980 «iorfc force in Bamifaccurlfig. In 19^0-9 Heir 
York County had 5B6 plants which esployed a hundred or mpre per- 
8on8» and 3^800 plants ifhich eoiploy^ tuenty or aK>re persbna# Of 
course p it haa no recorded agricultural base* 

The county's service sector is also large ^ irith nearly 83 
percent of its 1980 work force engaged in service im^ustries* 
This percentage is about average for doimstate oietropolitan 
counties* 

Hew York County has several colleges vithin its borders t end 
about 47 percent of residents over tuenty^five jrears of age had 
soiK college i ^ckground in 1980# This percentage is sosevhat 
higher than ttw average for comparable counties- 
Its uneaployaent rate in 1980 was 7*3 percent » slightly 
above average for other ccmparable counties* It has a crapara- 
tlvely very high fK^verty rate (24 percent) and a ^ery high rate 
of marital disruption (40 percent)* 
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COUNTY: NEW YORK 
COUNTY TYPES I 

TABLE TITLE ' 1950 I960 1970 1980 



DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION If96afl01 



2 


POP DENSITY 


85 


f 222 


3 


OCCUPIED HOUSES 




.498 




21 


-65 AGE GROUP 


1 « 166 


f976 


5 


PERCENT 21-65 




60.6 


6 


PERCENT 65* 




8.7 


7 


% 


NONiiH I TE 




20.6 


JOUSTRY 






8 


H 


EMPLOYED 


884 


,362 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 




74.5 


10 


% 


FEMALES WOOKING 




39. 3 


11 


% 


TERTIARY INO. 




76.4 


12 


% 


RETAILf WHOLES. 




22.4 


13 


% 


PUBL. ADMIN. 




3.8 


1^ 


% 


EDUCATION 




3.1 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 




5.1 


16 


t 


FIN,INSfREAL EST. 




7,t 


17 


% 


MANAG. -PROFESS. 




27.3 


18 


% 


SECONDARY IND. 




23.5 


19 


N 


MFG.t 20* EMPLS. 


6 


,542 


20 


N 


MFG.f 100* EMPLS. 




637 


21 


% 


PRIMARY INO. 




0.2 


22 


% 


LAND IN AGRIC. 




0.0 


23 


N 


FARMS 




0 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 
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POPULATION DATA BY A6E/SEX 
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Located on Long Islam! across Che East River from Manhattan 
Island, Queens County had a 1980 pofHilatlon of over 1.89 ailllon 
people. It Is, of course, a totally urban county. After Kings, 
It is ttw second largest of Mew York City^s five boroughs (coun- 
ties). Over half (S2.5 i^rcent) of its work force coimute out- 
side the borough to work. 

Between 1970 md 1980 Queens County lost abodt 95,000 peo- 
ple, including a net of atwut 39,5(X) «lults between twenty-one 
and sixty-five years of age. Yet it actually gained almost 
22,000 households. Tte number of jobs held by its people fell 
by nearly 28,000 between 1970 and 1980. 

The county^ s manufacturing economic base is small and de- 
clining, with only 18 percent of the 1980 work force in manufac- 
turing. In 1980 Queans had 194 plants irtiich employed a hundred 
or more persons, and 907 pBants idiich employed twenty or more 
persons. It has no recorded agricultural base for 1980. 

Its service sector is large, with about 82 percent of the 
1980 vork force engaged in service Industries. This percentage 
Is about average for other downstate metropolitan counties, and 
is growing slowly. 

It has several colleges within its borders, but only about 
29 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had some 
college background In 1980. This percentage Is lower than the 
average for comparable downstate counties. 

Queens County's unemployront rate In 1980 was 6.3 percent, 
about average for other comparable counties. It has a compara- 
tively low poverty rate ( 13 percent) , but an about average rat^ 
of marital disruption (25 percent). 
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COUNTY? QUEENS 
COUNT V TYPE: 1 

TABLE TITLE 

DEff06R4PHY 

1 POIHfLAT ION 

Z POP DENSITY 
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Located cm Staten IslaiMl* a famous ferryboat ride away from 
Manhattan, Rlchaond County la the smallest of New York City's 
five boroughs (counties). Its |N>iR>lation of more than one-third 
million people is considered totally urban, and alimsst half (46.4 
percent) of its vork force c<wuite outside Staten Island to work* 

Between 1970 and 1980 Richmond County gained about 56,700 
people, including a net of over 43,200 adults between twenty-one 
and sixty-five years of age, ami gained 28,400 households. More- 
over, betMeen 1970 and 1980 the number of Jobs held by its people 
grew by about 33,400. 

Richmond County's manufacturing economic base is very small 
and declining, with only 10 percent of the 1980 work force in 
manufacturing. In 1980, the county had only 10 plants which 
aaployed a hundred or more persons, and 40 plants which OTplojred 
twenty or more persons. It has a very small, and declining, 
agricultural base, with a 1980 adjusted value of about $880,000. 

Its service sector is large, with nearly W percent of the 
1980 work force engaged In service Industries. This percentage 
Is somewhat larger than the average for other dowstate ii«tropol~ 
tcan counties, and Is growing slowly. 

Only about 29 percent of people over twenty-five years of 
age had some college background in 1980. This percentage is 
somewhat lower than the average for comparable counties. 

Richmond County's unemployment rate In 1980 was 5.3 percent, 
slightly below average for other comparable counties. It also 
has a comparatively low poverty rate (10 percent), and a cospara- 
tlvely low rate of marital disruption (19 percent). 
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CCONTyj PICH«10ND 
CCUNTV TYPES I 

TAatE TI TLE 
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POmJUATlON PVfMWID CHfaiRTt RICHMOND 
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Located across che Hudson River to the northwest of Ifetr York 
City, Rockland County Is the snallest of the doimstate aetrofwli- 
tan count 1m« Its population of just over one-quarter alllion 
people Is very Heairily urban, with only 1.2 percent living in 
places of less than twenty^five htmdred people* Just over one- 
quarter (27*5 percent) of its work force ccmute outside the 
county to work. 

New City is Rockland's largest city, with a 1980 population 
of about 35,850 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Rockland County gained about 30,000 
people, including a net of nearly 29,000 adults between twenty- 
one and sixty-five years of age. The county also gained 17,600 
households. Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the nuober of Jobs 
held by its people grew by about 35,000. 

The county's oianufacturing econoaic base is sw^ll aiul da^ 
dining slightly, with only 21 percent of the 1980 work force in 
manufacturing. In 1980, Rockland County had 36 plants which 
enplcyed a hundred or more persons, and 87 plants trhich employed 
Ct«enCy or nore persons. Its agricultural base is saall and de- 
clining, with a 1980 adjusted value of Just over $1.37 million. 

Rockland County's service sector is large, with i^arly 80 
percent of its 1980 work force engaged in service industries. 
This percentage is slightly smaller than the average for other 
do%#nstate metropolitan counties, but is growing slowly. 

About 43 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat 
higher than the average for comparable counties. 

Rockland County's unemployment rate in 1980 was only 4.4 
percent — along with Westchester County's, the lowest in the 
state. Likewise, It had a very low poverty rate (6.3 percent), 
and a low rate of tsarltal disruption (17 percent). 
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COIKVTY: RCXKtANO 
COUNTY TYPEt 1 

TABLE TITLE 

0SMC6RAPHY 
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Legated <m Cfie extr^» easteni end of hoag Island* snrroiind- 
ed by tfttter exc^c for Ciie cmnkhi borter «ith Ntosau Comtj to 
its «est» Stiffolk Ooiinty lias a popttlatlon of over 1»28 Billion 
people and is heavily axhm, with .only 3*7 percent living in 
places of less than twenty-five hundred people. Over one-quarter 
(27.6 percent) of its work force comutes outside tl^ county to 
work. 

Brentwood is Suffolk's largest city, with a 1980 population 
of Just over 44,300 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Suffolk County gained ab(Hxt 159,000 
people, including a net of over 144,000 adults between twenty-one 
and sixty-five years of age, and gained 90,000 households. More- 
over, between 1970 and 1980 the nuober of Jobs held by its people 
grew by alBMt 150,0<K>» 

Suffolk's aanufacturing economic base is soall and declining 
slightly. Only 19 percent of the 1980 work force was enployed in 
manufacturing, despite the rise in the actual nuober of people 
eaployed in aanufacturing. In 1980, the county had 132 plants 
which eoployed a Inindred or nore persons, and 632 plants which 
eaployed twenty or more persons. It showed the greatest growth 
of all Hew York counties in these two categories. Suffolk Coun- 
ty's agricultural base is larger than average for all counties in 
total products sold, even if declining slightly, with a 1980 
adjusted value of over $98.7 aillim. 

Suffolk County's service sector is large, with nearly 80 
percent of Its 1980 work force engaged in service industries. 
This percentage is slightly snaller than the average for other 
downstate wetropolltan counties, but growing slowly. 

About 34 percent of residents over twenty-five yesrs of age 
had sone college background in 1980, about average for coaparable 
cotmties. 

Suffolk County's uneaploynent •^-rate in 1980 was 6 percent, 
also about average among coaparable counties. In addition, it 
had a very low poverty rate of only 7.5 percent, and a low rate 
of narital disruption (17.7 percent). 
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COUNTVs SUFFOLK 
COUMTV TYPES I 
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Located lanediately to tte north of the Bronx md York 
City oa the eaatem ahotm of the Kidson River , tfesteheeter County 
has a population of over 866,000 people and is heavily wban» 
with only 5.2 pereent Uving in places of less than twenty-five 
htt»Ired pei^le. i^wctly one-i|uarter of its work force coamAe 
(Mitside the coonty to uortc. 

Tonkers is its largest city, with a 1980 population of Just 
over 195,000 people* 

Between 1970 and 1980 Westchester County lost about 28,000 
people, hut actually gained a net of over 12,300 adults betwmn 
twenty-one and sixty-five years of age, and gained nearly 25,000 
households. Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs 
held by its people grew by about 42,000. 

Westchester County's auiufacturi^ ecm^uic base is soall 
and declining slightly, with only 18 percent of its 1980 work 
force in nanufacturing. In 1980, the coonty had 110 plants which 
eaploysd a hundred or oore persons, and 433 plants which employed 
twenty or sore persons. Its agricultural base is aaall and de- 
clining, with a 1980 adjusted value of over $8.4 Million. 

Its service sector is large, with over 81 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
is about average for other downstate setropolitan counties, and 
is growing very slowly. 

uastcbester County haa several colleges within its borders, 
and alKHit 43 fwrcent of j^ople over twenty-five years of age had 
sotae college background in 1980. This percentage is soaewhat 
higher than the average for conparable counties. 

The county's uneaployoent rate in 19M was 4.3 percent — 
along with Hockland County's, the lowest in the state. Likewise, 
it had a coaparatively low poverty rate (8.5 percent), and an 
average rate of marital disruption (22.3 percent). 



193 



189 



COUNTYs MESTCH€STEft 
CCOWTIf TyPf « I 
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Located on tte i^per Hudsoa Biver la ttm ^^le of eaocera 
Heir Torfcv Albany Couoty ia th» fourth largsat opatate Sew York 
metropolitaft cotatty* Ita popoiatloii of Mta tiMa o n a- qua rtar 
ttillioii pao^ la heavHy urtaiit vltli only U*8 peveaat llvl^ In 
rural placea of 1^» tliaa t«eaty-fl«a bmrfrai pe^la* 

Alteay» ToHr'a atata eap^^» la alao eooaty'a larg- 
eat clty» alth a IMO p^datlm la mc»a8 of lOOtOW pec^le* 

Bet«e«i 1970 and IMO iltasy Cowty loot abMt 1,000 people, 
bet It eetuelly gained a of noce tbas 11^000 adalta betaeea 
tmnty^-one and alxty-five yeara of a|^, mA gained 12,500 boaae-> 
holda* Moreover, beteeea 1970 and 19W the nnaiber of jobe held 
by Ita people grew by Boce th«i 14,000* 

Ttm flHHttifMtarlfm mooomIc Imm la m»11 mtA tecllnlng, with 
only 11 percent of the 1980 «orh force In oamifactttrlag* In 
19M, Albany Coaaty had 35 pl«ita which eaployad a haadred or 
ttore peraona, and 101 plaata which asployad twmity or aore per- 
sona. Ita agrlcwltaral baae la aaaller than average la total 
prodoeta aold, althoogh slightly Incr^lng, with a 1980 adjusted 
value of aore than $20*4 Billion* 

The county's aenrlee sector Is aaong the largeac In the 
state, with 88 percent of the 1980 work force engaged In service 
Industries* This percentage Is Mil above the average anmg 
upstate aetropolltan wimtlea, sod la at 111 growing steadily. 

The county haa several imliwrsltles within Its borders, and 
about 38 percent of people over twenty-five yeara of age had soae 
college backgroiaid In 1980* This percentage Is wuch higher than 
the average for other ufMtate aetropolltan comities, and is high- 
er than the average for all Hew York counties* 

The cotmty's oflffiaploywmt rate in 1980 was a relatively low 
5*3 percent, well below the average for upstate Mtropolitao 
count lea* Its poverty rate was near 10 percent, about average 
for upstate aetropolltan counties, and its rate of oarltal dls* 
ruptioa was over 25 percent, well above average for upstate 
aetropolitan counties* 
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COUNTYs ALBANY 
CQtfNTY TY^ei 2 

TA6LE TITLE 

I POiHiLATtOH 

Z POP OENSITY 

S OCCUPIEO HOUSES 

4 21-6$ AGE GPOUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 6S^ 

7 S NONWNlTE 

INDUSTRY ^ 



8 


N 


ENPLOYEO 




% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


t 


FEMALES MORKING 


li 


f 


TERTIARY IND. 


12 


f 


RETAILf MIOLES. 


13 


f 


PUBL. ADNIN. 


14 


X 


EDUCATION 


15 


% 


HEALTH SEPVICE 


16 


% 


FINtlNSfREAL EST. 


17 


% 


NANAG.-PROFESS. 


18 


t 


SECONDARY INO* 


19 


N 


NFG.ff 20« ENPLS* 


20 


N 


NFG.t 100<^ EMPLS. 


21 


% 


PRIMARY INO. 


22 


% 


LAND IN AGBIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


AOJ* NKT« VAL« AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAN. INCOME 

27 AOJ MED. FAN. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FANS. IN POVERTY 

31 t FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL HELL-BEING 

32 % HSES M. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HUHICIOES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARPGS. 



1950 


. l^C 


1970 


1980 


»39f386 


272,926 


286,742 


285,909 


455 


519 


545 


543 


71»967 


85,473 


94,004 


106,589^ 


L39«681 


144,651 


146,812 


158,169 


58.3 


53.0 


51.2 


55.3 


9.6 


19.9 


11.7 


13.5 


2.6 


X 4.2 


5.9 

— 


8*0 


99ff413 


107,462 


119,163 


133,275 


71.2 


74.3 


81.2 


84.3 


31.5 


36.2 


40.9 


45.9 


75.2 


77.6 


84.0 


88. 1 


20.2 


18.4 


18.8 


19«0 


12.5 


12.2 


14.5 


18.7 


3.4 


5.9 


10.3 


10.8 


3.6 


3.5 


7.3 


9.8 


3.8 


4.4 


4.9 


6.0 


21.7 


24.1 


29.1 


28.0 


22.8 


20.9 


14.8 


10.9 


139 


129 


111 


101 


49 


42 


44 


35 


2.0 


1.4 


1.1 


0.9 


47.3 


40.0 


25.6 


24.6 


lf453 


964 


574 


509 


15,927 


13,469 


8,620 


8,283 


22*538 


23,374 


18,402 


20,416 


3«535 


6,199 


11,038 


21,293 


12,196 


17,481 


24,836 


24,274 


13.4 


13.4 


X 24.1 


37.7 


5.1 


5.3 


3.0 


5.3 


17.6 


13.8 


9.5 


9.8 


26.2 


16.8 


26.9 


26.4 


77.3 


80.9 


96.6 


97.9 


28.7 


25.2 


19.9 


13.8 


10^ 


5.1 


7.0 


10.8 


1.3 


0.4 


1.7 


2.4 


14.3 


17.0 


21.0 


25.4 



204 




POPUUATIOM DATA BY A8E/86X 



em m 



m 


MIE 




MU 


fBnE 


Ml£ 


flBBE 


nu 


fBB£ 


BLE 




BIE 












TBI 




IbK 




IBS 




an 


ai9 










am 


m 


mi 


1B0 


MR 


TBe 


TIB 


nm- 

TBI 


8S 




um 






mn 


im 


m 




Til? 


UB 


sm 


SIB 


t5-M 




in 




mm 








mi 


W9 






Ml 




mm 


am 




am- 




fSMB 


vm 




tSK 


tlSi 


IBB 


IBB 


»-» 


MR 


fm 


UBS 




m 


MBI 


um 


ttflB 




TBI 


BM 


TM6 








iiai 


um 


IBB 




UB9 


mn 


fm 


TIB 




6» 


737S 


tm 


NStt 


lltB 


imn 




lUB 


ItfK 


(BW 


BS 




HIS 




fiBBS 


OK 


?» 


OB 


IBB 


IBIS 


SB 


IMS 


IfiU 


MBl 




mm 


fiir 




1BI 


fits 


SmB 


TIB 


^ IBi 


IBB 


am 


tlBT 


ttOf 




tm 








IW 


OB 




ABB 


mig 


ll«>0 


MB 


am 




7y^ 


«n 


im 


fttf 


?M 


8W7 




mm 


TBS 


BB 


IITB 


um 








am 


IHi 


6777 


BP^ 




7725 


vm 




9m 
tm 


ii» 




on 






BR 


?BB 


SB 




Bfil 




TBI 




m 




Ml 


sm 


^71 


SSB 


4B» 


sm 




OB 






mm 


4flOS 


am 




SPR 


BB 


BM 


SB ' 


SB 


SIS 


tm 


BB 




am 


C37S 


am 


33B2 


^B 


as 


I7B 


J786 


B49 


«I31 




«B 

les 




m 




MS 




ten 




1419 




f77S 


BB 


8I« 




miiLi 












TBDRLl 


Buei 




B731I 


niBLi 


BGfB 



BMCEi II.V.8. trnrtm* 9f HiiMi ii 
Bmn Mi Qm • IhM 

Stile UMfWtity CWtagi^ PUttiter^ Mm Vark 1290} 



205 




206 

BEST COPY AVAIUBIE 



198 



Locafc^ at tlie easee^a end of ti^tate Hev York's Sotstheni 
Titf» at tha ^mctimta of Xutoratate 81 » Xnteratata and the 
Sotitlwni Tier BKpraasway (Boote 17), Wsmmt Catmey &s tfae largest 
cotmty la tlie Southem Tier» hut thm saallAat of t^c^ Hew 
York's netropoUtao coaacias. popolatioa of Just over 

210,000 people is beavUy arbaa, «kth oaly 26.7 pereant living 
ia raral places of less tkao taeaty-fiva haadted people* 

Siaghaatoa is its largest city, with a 1980 popalatioa of 
Just over 55,800 people* 

Becweeo 1970 1980 Braoas OMiaty loat aboitt 8,200 people, 
tmt it gained a mt of marly 4,(K>0 adults betwm twaatr-one and 
sixty-five years of age, ffiid gaiaed over 7,300 bouseliolds. More- 
over, the miaber of Jobs held by its people grew between 1970 and 
1980 by a net of over 7,700. 

The aanufacturiug econoaic base Is large bat declining 
slightly, with 33 percent of the 1980 work force In aaoafactur- 
Ing, In 1980, the county had 45 plants which eaployed a himdred 
or Bore persons, aad U» pleats which enployed tweaty or aore 
persons. Its agricultural base is sosller than average la total 
products sold, although slightly increasing, with a 1980 adjusted 
value of over $26.2 nlllion. 

Its service sector is large, with over 66 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
is somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate metropoli- 
tan counties, although it is growing slowly. 

Brooae County has several colleges within its borders, and 
31 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had sooe col- 
lege backgrofmd in 1980. This percentage is slightly below 
average for other upstate aetropolitan counties, but is higher 
than the average for all upstate Mew York counties. 

The county's uaenployoent rate in 1980 was 5.8 percent, 
slightly below average for other upstate aetropolitan counties. 
It had an average poverty rate in 1980 (10 percent) and an aver- 
age rate of narital disruption (22 percent). 
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COUHTV TYI»EJ 2 
TABiE TITLE 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP OEttSITV 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PEftCEMT 21-65 
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31 % FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL HELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT I^KIRTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRG5. 
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BurauBtti oomnr 



Loe«t«d 'Che eastern aliore of the lomt Bitdsmi River and 
around the tnteraeetton o€ tlw Tacwile Parkmsr and Int^ratate 84, 
Ikitebeas Ooonty 1^ an average-aised t^atate ■atropoXltaa oonnty* 
Its popolatiott o£ ^wariy one-fnarter sliiion people is relatively 
rural, with 43*3 percent living in places of lass than t«entf- 
five hatred people* 

Fonghkeepeie ia its largeat city» with a IMO popnlation of 
over 29,750 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Dntciiess Oonnty gained aboot 22,800 
people, ineloding a net of over 21,000 adolta heteeen twentjrone 
and sixty-five years of age, and ^ned nearly 18,150 house- 
holds* Moreover, hetnem 1970 and 1980 the nnadier of jobs held 
by its people grew by abont 23,^* 

The raaofaetaring eetmaic base is ab^t avsrage for upstate 
netropolitan counties, even if slightly declining, with 29 per- 
cent of the 19^ ifork force in oMnofacturing* In 1980, Duchess 
County had 32 plmts ehich enployed a hu^rml or aoro pers<ms, 
ai^ 85 plants idiieh eaploy^ tsenty or aore j^rsois* Its agri- 
cultural base is slight l]r snsller than average in total products 
so 14, and declining, with a IW adjusted value of over $36*5 
Billion. 

Its service sector is large, with over 69 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged In service industries* This percentsge, 
however. Is slightly snaller than the average for ufratate netro- 
politan counties, but growing slowly. 

About 36 percent of residents over twenty-five yesrs of sge 
had sone college background in 1980. ^is percental^ is sonewhat 
higher than the average for conparable ufraitate counties. 

Dutchess County's uneatployannt rate iA 1980 was 5.7 percent, 
slightly below average for other upstate ^tropolitan counties. 
It had a coeiparatively low poverty rate (9 percent), and an alxmt 
average rate of auirltal disruption (21 percent). 
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COtHfTVs miTGMESS 
COUNTY TYP6I 2 



Tmc TITLE 1950 

OiMOGRAPHY 

1 ^miLAT I ON I3«f TOl 

2 PQ» OEflSITY 168 

3 OCCimiEO HOUSES S4t448 

4 21-6S AGE GROUP TTtOlA 
9 PERCENT 21-6S 56»9 
6 PERCENT 6S4 11.0 
T S NONUHITE 4.1 

IimSTRY 

8 N EMPLOYED 49»T2« 

9 % EMPLOYED 2i-6S 63.9 

10 f PEMIM.es M0RKIN6 31«1 

11 % TERTIARY IND. 64.6 

12 % RETAILf NHCR^S. 16«5 

13 f PUSL. AOttlN. 2.9 

14 I EDUCATION 9*4 

15 f HEALTH SERVICE 10.2 

16 % FINflNSvREAL EST. 2.3 
IT i NANAG.-'PROFESS. 20.9 

18 t SECOflOARY IND. 28.0 

19 N NFG.f 20* ENPLS. 91 

20 N NPO.f IMt- EMPLS. 32 

21 f PRIMARY INO. T.4 

22 S LAfiB) IN AGRIC. 58.2 

23 N FARMS lfT29 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 30ff330 
29 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 56ff302 

SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3f443 

27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. Ilf878 

28 « SOME COLLEGE 12.9 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 4.4 

30 % FANS. IN POVERTY 19.8 

31 % FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 24.4 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 76.4 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 29.1 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 10.2 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.7 

36 % DISPUPTED MARPGS. 14.8 
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Located OB tte rtono of t.^ Erie la nestesB Warn Tork« Erie 
Cmtnty U the Ucatet i^ocece Bnt York tettopoUm emty* ice 
pepitUtion of owrr one allUoft people ie iieevUy arbes» i^Cli ooly 
U.S pereeac Uvlng in vurel pUeee of leee Cten Mftty-flve Inm- 
dr^ pei^e* 

Bttffelo £e ice lergMC eiCy» vicb e popnUcloa in ex- 
ceee of oae-tldcd aillioa people* 

Becween 19W sad 1980 Brie Comtf loec oeerly 100»000 peo- 
ple, bnC ic iMC a eet of only 3,300 edolce tetuMs dmcy^-om 
mi eixCT-fivB yarn of «8b» ^ ecCtteUy l^eed imrly 20,000 
bimetiiolde* The msaims of heU by ice people fell becweea 
1970 and 1900 by e neC of only 400, but still ebe biggest loss of 
any opscace ttetropolicaa eouacy. 

Tbe aeaafacCiiriag eeosoaie base ie eboot averase bac declin- 
ing, vicb 26 perontc of tbe 1980 work force In flHantfactttrlng. In 
1980, Brie Comty bad 161 plaate ebieb eaiployed a baadred or eere 
pereone, and 300 plmta ebicb ea^oyed tfteaty or aoce persons. 
Its agricttltitral baee U laxgfi in cerae of total prodttets sold, 
and sligfetly inereaaing, nitb a ino adjusted value of over $75.4 
■ilUon. 

Tbe coanty*e service sector is large, tiitb 74 percent of tbe 
1980 work force eagaged ie service indoecries. Tbie percentage 
is actaally Itfgar tben tbe average for other ^tate metropoli- 
tan coonties, and continues to grow steadily. 

Srie County baa several colleges witbin its borders, and 30 
percent of people over twenty-five years of age had soae college 
background in 1980. This percentage is slightly lower than the 
average for other upstate netrepolitan counties, but is higher 
than the average for all upstate Hbw York counties. 

The county's unsaploysent rate in 1980 was 9.5 percent, 
above the average of other upstate counties. The poverty rate 
was 12 percent in 1980, and the rate of marital disruption was 24 
percent, both slightly above average. 
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32 < HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIOES PER CAP. 
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36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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l/«ate4 oa Che shores of LsIes Ontario at the aoitth of the 
QexmecB BlvsTy IftH^oe Ceonty is above-cverege in sise eaoiig o^ 
state Mtropc^itan cmmties. Its populatioa of over 700,000 
people is very teavily orhaa. wich 88*2 percent living in places 
of Bore than tmnty-five tMrndr^ people. 

locheater is its largeat eity» «ith a 19M popolation of 
Just lass than a ^uarter-adllion people. 

Beteeen 1970 and 1980 Monroe Csonty lost about 9*700 people, 
hut gsiaed a net of over 28,700 adolta hetsem tsanty-ona and 
sixty-five years of age, and gained nearly 31,700 hottseholds. 
Moreover, betfRsen 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of jobs held by its 
pe<^le grew by abm 31,M0« 

Mcmroe OGNmty's mmiifactarii^ ecomaic base is large, ttoogb 
slightly declining, eith 36 percent of the 1980 work force in 
msnofaettiriag. In 1980, the comty hod 99 plants i^eh eaployed 
a hundred or awre persms, and 342 plants idiich eaployed twenty 
or wore persons. Its agricolcaral base is about average in total 
producta sold, though ^dining slightly, with a 1980 adjneted 
▼aloe of over ^1.4 willion. 

The service sector is large, with 63 percent of the 1980 
work force ei^iaged in service indintries. This percentage la 
soaewhat awaller than the average for upstate aetropolitsn coun- 
ties, even if growing slowly. 

Monroe Comty has several colleges within Its bnrders, and 
over 38 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had aoae 
college background In 1980. This percentage is sowewhat higher 
than the average for cosparable upstate counties. 

The uneaploynent rate in 1980 was a relatively low 5.7 per- 
cent, slightly below average for other upstate countiea. The 
county had a lower-than-average poverty rate (9 percent), and an 
average rate of aarltal disruption (23 percent). 
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SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAN. INCOME 

27 ADJ NED. FAN. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FANS. IN POVERTY 

31 « FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL MELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUNBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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ioeatad nwtb of Mfalo on the Kagars Siv«r eomieetiiig 
Lake Erie and Ufcs Ontttrto* and tMnring saveriBl &rl4gM to Canada, 
Ktagacm Goanty im an metagfi^^mS^md wpatate ■etgog o li t aa eotmty. 
Ita pOf^datUm of over 227»M0 pe«q^ la liewpily ut/bm, aitb 71*9 
pere«it living in f^La^a of aoca t^bim taeaty^five Jamdrod peaplem 

S^aic liagora Palla ia ita largeat eity» with a IMO popB" 
latioB of nearly 71«400 pao^* 

Ba twaea 1970 and 1980 Sla^ra Coonty loot ateot 8,400 poo- 
pie* lot gained a net of over 5§W0 adults be tw a an taantf-oaa md 
aixty^ive yeara of age, md gaiaad 8,400 hooaaiiolte* Mareover, 
betaeen 1970 and 1980 the aoator of Joto held ^ ita p^la grew 
by alnoat 7,(K)0« 

Ita nanof actoriiig eamoadLe teae ia large, tlam^ declining 
allgbtly, aitli 36 permit of the 1980 vorfc foree in aaaofactitr- 
ing* In 1980, Kiagwa Omatty had 56 plaata lAicb a^tloyod a 
hundred or aore perooaa, and 128 plants ahlch eaployed twenty or 
■ore persons. Its agrlcelturol base Is larger than overage in 
total prodecta aold, aad inereaaing aligbtly, ifitb a 1980 ad- 
Joatod value of over $46.5 eillioa. 

Its eexvice oector ia large, aith over 62 percent of the 
1980 work force engage in service indmtriea* Thia percen t a ge 
is soneahat sealler than the average for npstata oouatiea, even 
if growing aloidy* 

Miagara County baa aeveral colleges within its borders, but 
only about 25 percent of reaidanta over taeaty^five years of age 
had soea college beekgrooad in IMO. This percMitaga is aosnwhet 
lower than Che overage for cooporable upstate counties. 

The tflimployBent rate in 1980 wu relatively, high at 9*7 
percoit, above the overage of other upstate count iea. Tte c<mnty 
bad an average poverty rate (10.6 percent), ai^ on overage rate 
of naritol diaruptlon (21*4 percent) • 
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32 % HSES N. PLUNBG 

33 INFANT NORTALITY 
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36 % DISRUPTED NARRGS. 
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u»eat«d tetwm Alteoy aad Sysseme oa thm sMtani 
of Qiiai«« LAb» sloitf «p»ui» Wtm fork** fimwar ^ B«8Ib 
GhmI, Oneids GMDCy is en i»er«i»-sisa4 t^stM aeecopoUtaii 
eovnty. Its popni^ioa ^ ovur ons-fiMrtor ulUieB pso^ is 
teavily wAm, wt^ 63*2 peccest Uviog in places ef asis thsa 

mes is its Issgssc tl€y» vitb s 1980 popolstioa of iost 
ovor 75»600 psopls* 

BMBSB 1970 sBi im OBSids Gmty lost stoitt 20«000 peo- 
ple» but oaly about 1»000 sWts tetsssn tsaatr-oos mui sixty^ 
five years of i«s» sad tlw eoaaty actoally gaiaetf 6«000 tmse- 
bolda. Ifoittovar» tlie asaier ^ Jobs bsld by its psopls rsaaiaed 
Uvel betwrn If 70 sad 1980, so tHe verb force ia aost otber op- 
state wtropoUtsa eoai^ies «m gcowiag* 

Tbe cooaty's ■nofactwiag ecoa < w rf c bMo is sasll sad do- 
dialog sU^itly, «i^ 23 pere^ of its imo work fores la aana- 
factoriniK. la 1980, Oaeida Onatty bad 43 plmts idiicb si^loyed « 
boadred or aors persoas, aad 108 pleats ahi^ ei^loysd twmty or 
mn persoos. Its s^caltaral bMo is lergsr tbsa sforege ia 
total prodoets sold, altboagb decliaiag sligbtly, witb a 1980 
odjosted valoe of over $68*6 aillioa* 

Tbe service sector is Isrge, aitb over 74 pereeat of tbe 
1980 aork force e^(i«ed la tbese iodastriee. Tbis pereeotage 
l8 larger tbao tbe avsrsge for upstate cooaties, sod is groaiag 
slowly* 

Oaeida Cooaty baa several collies witbia its borders, but 
oaly about 28 pereeat of resideots over toeaty-five yeara of age 
had.sooe college backgrooad ia 1980* Tbis pereeat^ is aoueabat 
loner tbao tbe average for coaparable upstate aetropolitao coun- 
ties. 

The ooaiployaeat rate in 1980 ims 8*2 percent, slightly 
above the average of otber upstate counties. Oneida County had a 
coaparatively high poverty rate (13 percent), hat an average rate 
of uarital disruption (22 percent). 
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CC^TYs OMEIOA 
amVf TYWl 2 

TA&LE TITLE 

1 roPULATION 

2 Pt» DENSITY 

$ OCCU^IEO HOUSES 

4 21-65 A6i GROUP 

9 PaiCEfIT 21^9 

4 l»ERC6lfT 

7 « NONUHITE 



1990 



222fS99 
182 
61f7S9 
123fU3 
99»2 
10*2 
1.1 



1960 



266 t 401 
216 
79«993 
139t638 
91.3 
10«9 
1.9 



1970 



273 •037 
223 
92ff080 
139 #716 
49.7 
11.0 
3«1 



1980 



293t466 
20t 
88t000 
134f653 
93*1 
13.4 
3.9 



timUSTRV 

8 W EHM.OYEO 82t913 92*732 98,121 

^ S EimiOYEO 2t-69 67.3 68#4 72*3 

10 S F»IAtES MORKING 30«6 33.9 38*3 

11 % TERTIARY SNO. 57.8 66.0 69.3 

12 % RETAIL, MHOLES. 18.8 16.1 17.3 

13 S PUBL. AOfflN. 4.4 10*2 7.8 

14 % EOUCATIOM 3.4 5.1 8.3 
19 S HEALTH SERVICE 5.4 4.8 9.3 

16 f FINfflHSfREAL EST. 3.2 3.7 4.7 

17 % HANAG.^PROFESS. 18.2 22.7 29.1 

18 f SECONDARY INO. 36.0 39.1 28.2 

19 H RFC, 20# ENRLS. 131 123 118 

20 N MFG., lOOf ENPLS. 90 91 36 

21 f FRIRARY INO. 6.2 3.9 2.5 

22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 61.8 52.1 40.8 

23 N FARRS 3,909 2,511 1,626 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 48,433 40,831 31,975 

25 ADJ. HKT. VAL. AG. 81,608 78,204 75,171 

SOCIOECONORIC ^ 

26 NED. FAN. INCQNE 3,263 6,180 9,810 

27 k04 NED. FAN. INC. 11,257 17,428 22,073 

28 S SGNE COLLEGE 9.5 9.5 18.7 

29 % UNERPLOYED 8.0 6.7 5.2 

30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 21.1 13.7 11.2 

31 S FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 19.9 1S.9 19.1 

PERSONAL MELL-BEING 

32 % HSES N. PLimO 73.6 75.1 96.3 

33 INFANT NORTALITY 29.7 25.6 19.2 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 9.9 12.1 8.4 
39 HONICIDES PER CAP. 0.4 0.8 0.7 
36 f DISRUPTED NARRGS. 14.1 15.6 20.4 
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Loeaced «C ttm incesMCtioii o£ Zne«neaett Bl and lyf t e Ssw 
York's Thnnny on the contlMMCvrB ^km» of Oaeida Late, Owondaga 
Coaoty ia abova avaraga te aiaa aMng upataCa ■eecoyoUtaa eottn- 
ciaa* mttlaeioa of naady 464.000 p&oplm to liaaviXy wbas, 
with ftt«4 peira«^ living ia placM of aeco than twmty^fi^ htm- 
dead p^opla* 

Syracnae ia ita lacseat city, with a p opu lation of joat 
ovar 17O»0Q0 pa<9la« 

Betaaott 1970 and IMO Ottoadag^ Coanty iMt abot« 9^000 peo- 
pie. hot actually joined a nat of alsM 20»m adolta hataeaa 
twsnty-oaa and aiitty^iva yeora of aga^ and gainad ovar 20.000 
hooaaholda* MocaovaTt hataaan 1970 aad 1900 tha ao^r of Joha 
held by ita paopla gtaw by abmit 20t7(N>* 

The Manfaofariag ac o a o ^ baM ia aMll aad declining 
slightly, aich 23 parorat of tha MO ««rh fmoa in aanofactmr- 
ing* Za 1980, Onondaga Ooanty had 77 jilanta ahidi aaployod a 
hondred or noro paraona. and 221 planta ahich anployad taiMy or 
aora parsons* Its agricoltoral baaa ia largw than mvmeagfi in 
total prodneta aold. aad iaeraaaing alightly. with a IMO ad-> 
Justed value of over $50.2 oil lion* 

Its service sector is large, with over 76 periMnt of the 
1980 work force m^^ad ia sarviee indoatriai* Thia parMitage 
is slightly larger than tha wwrage for apatata o»«itiea, and is 
growing slowly* 

Onondaga County has several collegea within its borders, and 
about 36 percent of people over twenty^five years of age bad sooe 
college background in 1980* This percentage is soneahat higher 
then the average for cooj^rable upstate counties. 

The uneaployntent rate in 1980 was 6*9 percent, about average 
for upstste oetropoliten ciMsnt ies* The county hod en average 
poverty rate of 10 percent, end on average rate of sMritel dis- 
rupt imi of 22 percent* 
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LMMtckl M the iM»t«ni bmAtB of tte lamt lodwHi Blvar boA 
along Nbw T«rk*« Thnnii^ toA InturstM 84, Jtwt Mrth and nest 
of iBv Tock Citf » Omfo Gamty im m ovurags-ois^ nutate 
flMCropolican county* Its population of otrar me-foareer million 
people ia joat over 50 pe r eeat orbaa, with 56*7 percmc in 
plaeea of aora tim tmmtyftw Imndrad pm^Ie* 

Wewfaur^ ia it a largMt city, eith a 1^0 pf^elaticm of over 
23,400 people* 

Bet«e«i 1970 ^1 IMO (^offe Grainy gained MMWt 37,000 peo* 
pie. Including a tmt of over 38,(M>0 adulta teteem temty-mw aad 
oixty-fiwB yB«ra <^ age, «id gaii^ 19,600 km»etwlda« MwMver, 
beteeen 1970 and 1990 the nnber of joto Iwld by ita people grew 
by about 24,0(K)« 

The Banufacturlng econ o a ic base ia aeall and declining 
alight ly, with 20 percent of the 1900 eork force in ■anufactur^ 
ing. In IMO, Otm^s» Comtf had 41 pl«ita «bi<A ei^loyed a tam- 
dred or nore peramia, mad 146 planta idiich eiqiloyBd twenty or 
aore peraooa* Ita agrietiltural baae is larger than average in 
total products sold, even if declining since 1970, with a 1980 
adjusted value of $72*8 million. 

'Rie county' a service sector is large, with 78 percent of the 
1980 work force engaiM in service Indus triea* This percMtage 
is soaeebat higher than the average for upetate counties, ami is 
groving slowly* 

About 30 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had sows college backgroimd in 1980, a percenti^ slightly loner 
than the average for cosparable iqwtate coimties* 

Orange County had an unotployaent rate In 1980 of 6*8 per- 
cent, about average for otter iquitate Ktropollt«i coimties* It 
also had an average poverty rate (11 percent), and an average 
rate of aarltal disruption (21 percent) • 
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CCUNTVt ORANGE 
CGUNTV TVPE« 2 

TABiE TITLE 1950 



oehography 



1 


POFULATI^ 


152f2S5 


2 


POP OENSITY 


183 


3 


OCCtfPIEO miSES 


43ff341 


4 


21-65 AGE GPOUP 


84ff851 


5 


PERCENT 21^5 


^5.7 


6 


PERCENT 65« 


11.2 


7 


% 


NQNMHITE 


3.5 


IDIISTRV 




8 


H 


EMPLOYED 


57f710 


9 


t 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


/ 68.0 


10 


% 


FEMALES N0RKIN6 


31.3 


11 


S 


TERTIAPY INO* 


64.3 


12 


% 


RETAILt NHOLES. 


17.9 


13 


X 


PUBL* ADNIN. 


4.0 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


5.7 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 


5.0 


16 


z 


PINvINSffREAL EST* 


2.3 


IT 


% 


NANAG.-PROFESS. 


18.8 


18 


X 


SECONDARY IND. 


26.9 


19 


N 


NFG.ff 20^ ENPLS. 


160 


20 


N 


NfG.f 190* ENPLS. 


43 


21 


X 


PRIMARY IND. 


8.8 


22 


X 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


51.6 


23 


H 


FARMS 


2f958 


24 


ACPES HARVESTED 


27r519 


25 


AOJ« MKT* VAL* AG. 


82f471 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 NED. FAN. INCOME 3ff 173 

27 AOJ MED. FAN. INC. 10f947 

28 S SOME COLLEGE 11.0 

29 X UNEMPLOYED 5.4 

30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 23.2 

31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 20.0 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 73.1 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 22.1 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 11.2 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.3 



1960 


? 

1970 


1980 


183^734 


/222v6S7 


259t693 


221 


266 


312 


53«919 


65f607 


84 9251 


95ff358 


109t720 


137f653 


51.9 


49.5 


93.0 


11.4 


10.8 


10«8 


5.4 


6^9 


8.5 


64 t 535 


79f942 


103t947 


67.7 


72.9 


75*5 ' 


34.8 


37.9 


42.3 


68.1 


75.0 


77 #9 


17.3 


18.7 


20.8 


5.1 


6.6 


6.0 


7.1 


9.7 


10*8 


4.2 


6.9 


9.3 


3.1 


4.0 


5*3 


21.1 


24*0 


23.1 


26.5 


21.8 


20.1 


163 


172 


146 


45 


48 


41 


5.3 


3*2 


2*0 


44.3 


29*5 


24*7 


2ff055 


Iff 124 


844 


23ff626 


15ff733 


139173 


60 #262 


91ff340 


72ff836 


5ff 721 


10ffl30 


20ff576 


16ffl33 


22t 793 


23 #457 


II.O 


20*1 


30*3 


6.0 


2*7 


6*8 


16.7 


11*6 


11*0 


13.3 


20*2 


23*0 


79.7 


97*8 


98*1 


24.9 


19*4 


11*3 


12.0 


11*3 


8*9 


1.1 


5*9 


5*4 


16.7 


2d.O 


20.8 
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N Y S Counfy Typ« 3: Rural Counttes 
Undtr Exfensfvo Urbon Infiu^nce 




ONTARIO 
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UocateA jitst vest of Syt^&s^ abd 0»Nid^a Gomty on the 
Bbw York Tteomqft Ciqruga Goaaey iii on mra^-*«ised upstate rural 
eooat]r« Its f»pai«tioii of dO.OOO people is teevUy rural » with 
59*3 pereent living ia pUeea of less tbaa temity-five tmndred 
pmple. Alnost oae-quMTter (23* S percent) of its uorfc force 
conmte outsit tke county for eatployaent. 

Attbum is its largest city* uitli a im population of Just 
over 32 » 500 people* 

Bet«e«B. 1970 awl 1980 Cay«^ Coimty ateut 2,400 pee>^ 

pie, including a net of over 4,200 adults ^twsen twmity-Mie «id 
sixty^five years of age, md gained alnost 4,000 faouseliolds* 
Moreom, betipm 1970 mid inO the mber of Jobs held hy its 
people grew by about 3,2(K)« 

The Bsnufacturing ecooocslc base is large, even if declining, 
slightly, with 30 percent of the 1980 work force in ssiufaccur- 
ing. In 1980, tayuga County had 12 pl^ts iMch euploysd a tum- 
dred or aore persons, mad 33 plants which e^oyed twenty or sore 
persons. Its agricultural base is large in terns of total pro- 
ducts sold, and increasing, with a 1980 adjusted value of over 
$71.8 alllion. 

The county's service sector is large, with over 64 percent 
of the 1980 work force engaged in service industries. The ser- 
vice sector Is s o a eWh at sasller than the average for other up- 
state rural counties, however, and is growing very slowly. 

Only 25 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had soae college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly 
lower than the average for other coaparable upstate rural coun- 
ties. 

Cayuga County had on lUiesployBent rate in 1980 of 10 per- 
cent, above average for u|»tate counties. It hod a slightly 
above-overage poverty rate of 13 percent and a slightly above- 
average rate of aarital disruption of 22.5 percent. 
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CmrnVf TYPE! 3 
TABtE TITLE 
OEUCGdA^HY 

2 POP OENSITV 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-69 AGE ^GUP 
9 PERCENT 21-69 

6 PERCENT 694 

7 f MOIWMITE 

INWISTRY 



8 


H 


EHPIOYEO 


4 


% 


ENPiOVEO 21-69 


10 


% 


PENAtES MORKIff» 


ii 


% 


TERTIARY ItH>. 


12 


% 


RETAILf NHOLES. 


13 


% 


PUBL. AOMIN. 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


19 


S 


HEALTH SERVICE 


16 


S 


PINflNSfREAL EST. 


17 


% 


NANAG.-PROFESS. 


18 


t 


SECONDARY INO. 


19 


N 


NFG.9 2fh ENPLS. 


20 


H 


NfG.f 1004- ENPLS. 


21 


S 


PRINAPY IM>. 


22 


f 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


29 


ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MEO. FAN. INCOME 

27 AOJ MED. FAN. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FANS. IN POVERTY 

31 % FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 « HSES W. PLUMB6 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED NARRGS. 



1990 


1960 


1970 


1980 


70tl96 

• V ^^^^ 


73f 942 


77f439 


79*894 


191 


106 


111 


119 


20*101 


21t377 


22 §987 


26t896 


37 f 882 


36*198 


37f639 


41*899 


94*0 


48*9 


48*6 


92*4 


11.7 


12*2 


11*2 


13*1 


1.9 


1«9 


2«9 


3.2 


26 #676 


26*173 


28 #397 


31*993 


70.4 


72*4 


79.3 


79*8 


28.7 


33.2 


39.2 


42*9 


48*8 


56*9 


62«8 


64*3 


19.6 


19*7 


19*8 


16*9 


4.3 


9.3 


9.8 


6.1 


3.7 


6.2 


9.1 


10.1 


3.2 


2.4 


6.0 


7.4 


2.1 


2.5 


2.8 


3.2 


14.7 


19.9 


19.6 


18«1 


37.9 


34.8 


31.9 


29.8 


44 


29 


31 


33 


16 


13 


12 


12 


13.3 


8.6 


9.3 


9.9 


79.0 


73.3 


62.2 


62.9 


2f934 


2*093 


1*499 


lrl74 


39f273 


32*728 


27f 772 


27 t 906 


57*423 


61*882 


60*172 


71ff827 


3*073 


9*384 


9*311 


18t473 


10*602 


19ffl83 


20*950 


21*099 


19*2 


10.2 


18.2 


29.1 


4.9 


9.7 


9.6 


10.1 


25.9 


19.2 


13.4 


12.8 


16.2 


10.4 


19.5 


16.8 


64.6 


69.8 


95.7 


96.8 


23.7 


29.2 


16.6 


11.5 


14.3 


10.8 


14.2 


10.0 


0.0 


0.0 


1.3 


0.0 


13.6 


16.1 


21.3 


22.9 
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Located about lialfimy betneen Altiaof and Utlca Just irarth of 
the lliruiiay In upatate Rev York, Fultcm County la anallar than 
average awmg rural a>imtlea« Ita population of 55,100 people la 
about evenly apllt between urban and rural , ifith 49.6 fwrcent 
living In placea of w>re than tuenty^-flve twn^red people « Juat 
over one^flfth (21.9 percent) of Ita ifork force ccmute outalde 
the county for ^ployment. 

Gloversvllle la Its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
just over 17,800 people* 

Between 1970 and 1980 Fulton county gained 2,500 people, 
including a net of over 2,400 adults between twsnty-one and 
slxty^flve years of age, and gained 2,6(X> houaeholds. Moreover, 
between 1970 and 1980 tl» nusdier of Joba held by Its people grew 
by 1,150. 

The manufacturing econ<»lc base Is large but declining 
slightly, with 40 percent of the 1980 work force In manufactur- 
ing. In 1980, Fulton County had 22 plants which employed a hun- 
dred or 8K>re peraons, and 68 plants irtilch oiployed twenty or more 
persons* Its agricultural base la much amaller than average In 
total products sold, and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted 
value of $9 million. 

The county's service sector Is large, trlth 59 percent of the 
1980 w^rk force engaged In aervlce indiMtrles. This percentage, 
however, is somewhat afl»ller than the average for other upatate 
rural counties, but is growing slowly. 

Only 22 percent of people over twrenty^flve yeara of age had 
some college background in 1980. This percentage Is scnnwhat 
lower than the average for other comparable upstate rural coun- 
ties. 

Fulton County had a relatively high uncmiployMnt rate in 
1980 of 11.2 percent, above the average of other upatate coun- 
t ies « It had an average poverty rate of 13. 5 percent , and a 
slight I y^above-average rate of marital disruption of 23 percent. 
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county: FUtTON 
COUNTY TYPE: 3 

TABLE TITLE 

DEN06RAPHY 

i, POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-6S 

6 PERCENT 

7 % NONWHITE 

INDUSTPY 



8 


N 


EMPLOYED 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


% 


FEMALES WORKUP 


11 


% 


TERTIARY INO. 


12 


% 


RETAILf WHOLES. 


13 


% 


PUBL. ADMIN. 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 


16 


X 


FINff INS, REAL EST. 


17 


% 


MANA6. -PROFESS. 


10 


% 


SECONDARY INO. 


19 


N 


MFG., 20* EMPLS. 


20 


N 


MFG., 100* EMPLS. 


21 


f 


PRIMARY I NO. 


22 


S 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 

27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 S UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FANS. IN POVERTY 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL KELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISnUPTEO MAPRGS. 



1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


51,021 


51,304 


52,637 


55,153 


103 


103 


106 


111 


16,326 


16,696 


17,618 


20,259 


28,073 


25,857 


26,161 


28,520 


55*0 


50.4 


49.7 


51.7 


12.5 


13.9 


13.4 


14.9 


0.6 


0.7 


0.9 


1.3 


21,828 


20,239 


21,142 


22,290 


77.8 


78.3 


60.8 


78.2 


36.0 


39.2 


39.9 


42.5 


44.1 


46.9 


54.2 


58.5 


14.7 


14.1 


14.7 


17.4 
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4.9 


2.8 


4.5 


7.0 


8.4 


2.3 


1.3 


4.8 


7.6 


2.0 


2.3 


2.9 


3.1 


17.9 


18.9 


20.3 


17.2 


52.2 


50.0 


44.1 


39.6 


68 


88 


71 


68 


18 


26 


18 


22 


3.6 


3.1 


1.7 


1.8 


29.0 


25.2 


15.3 


14.8 


830 


591 


271 


254 


9,216 


8,009 


4,862 


4,704 


9,371 


10,368 


9,179 


9,053 


2,975 


5,379 


8,633 


16,536 


10,264 


15,169 


19,424 


18,851 


8*7 


8.7 


14.6 


22.1 


6.8 


8.6 


5.0 


11.2 


26.3 


17.1 


13.7 


13.5 


14.9 


9.8 


13.1 


12.8 


68.4 


69.7 


94.9 


96.8 








1 1 • U 


17.6 


9.7 


3.8 


10.9 


2.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


15.4 


17.8 


21.0 


23.2 
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POPULATION DATA BY AOE/SEX 
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Located between Buffalo and Rochester on the New York Thru- 
way, Genesee County Is a slightly soaller-than-average upstate 
rural county. Its population of 59,400 people is BK>stly rural, 
with 63.6 percent living in places of less than twenty-five hun- 
dred people. AlBost one-quarter (23.9 percent) of its work force 
conraute outside the county for eaployoent. 

Batavia is its largest place, with a 1980 population of just 
over 16,700 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Genesee County gained only about 700 
people, but showed a net gain of more than 2,800 adults between 
twenty-one and sixty-five years of age. The county gained over 
2,500 households. Moreover, beti^en 1970 and 1980 the number of 
jobs held by its people grew by 3,400. 

The manufacturing economic base is large, even If declining 
slightly, with 31 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur- 
ing. In 1980, Genesee County had 12 plants which employed a 
hundred or more persons, and 39 plants which employed twenty or 
more persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in 
total products sold, and Increasing, %fith a 1980 adjusted value 
of over $55.6 million. 

Its service sector Is large, with 62 percent of the 1980 

work force engaged in service industries. This percentage Is 

soaller than the average for other upstate rural counties, how- 
ever, but is growing slowly. 

About 27 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had some college background in 1980. This percentage Is about 
average for other comparable upstate rural counties. 

Genesee County had an unemployment rate In 1980 of 7.3 per- 
cent, slightly below the average of other upstate rural coun- 
ties. It had a below^average poverty rate (10.5 percent), and a 
slightly below-average rate of marital disruption (19 percent). 
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COUNTY: GENESEE 
COUNTY TYPES 3 

TABLE TITLE 

OENGGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 % NCNWHITE 

INDUSTRY 



8 
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35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 
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POPULATION DATA BY AeC/SEX 
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Located betiieen Syracuse and Utica on the Thrinfay In upstate 
(few York's central region, Madison County Is about average In 
size anong rural counties under extensive urban Influence. Its 
population of over 65,100 people Is alonst evenly gpUt between 
urban and rural, with 55.8 percent living In places of less than 
twenty-five hundred people. Alnost two-fifths (39.7 percent) of 
Its work force comute outside the county for enploynent, the 
fifth highest rate aaong upstate counties In 1980. 

Oneida Is Its largest place, with a 1980 population of just 
over 10,800 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Madison County gained 2,300 people, 
including a net of nearly 4,000 adults between twenty-one and 
sixty-five years of age, and gained nearly 4,000 households. 
Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by Its 
people grew by 3,300. 

The county's manufacturing econoi&lc base Is about average, 
even If declining slightly, with 24 percent of Its 1980 work 
force In manufacturing. In 1980, Madison County had 4 plants 
which employed a hundred or more persons, and 20 plants which 
employed twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is much 
larger than average In total products sold, although declining 
slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of nearly $60 million. 

Its service sector Is large, with 70 percent of the 1980 
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage Is 
average among upstate rural counties, and is growing slowly. 

About 30 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had some college background in 1980. This percentage Is slightly 
above the average for other comparable upstate rural counties. 

Madison County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 8 per- 
cent, slightly l^low the average of other upstate counties. The 
county was about average in its poverty rate (12 percent) and 
marital disruption rate (19 percent). 



CCUNTV: MADISCN 
COUNTY TYP^S 3 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 
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36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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POPULATION DATA BY A8E/8EX 
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Located to the northwest of Albany on the New York Thruway 
in the capital district, Hontgooery Coonty la snaller than aver- 
age aaong upstate rwal counties* Its populatlmi of 53,400 peo- 
ple Is almost evenly split between urban and rural, with 54.3 
percent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred peo- 
ple. Alaost one-quarter (24.1 percent) of its work force coanute 
outside the county for enploynent* 

Aasterdaat is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
21,800 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Nontgoaery County lost about 2,400 
people, but lost only 200 adults between twenty-one and sixty- 
five years of age, and it actually gained about 1,0(X) tKwse- 
holds. But between 1970 and 1980 the nunber of Jobs held by its 
people fell by about 100. 

The aanufacturing econoaic base is large but declining 
slightly, with 37 percent of the 1980 work force in aanufactur- 
ing. In 1980, Nontgoaery County had 17 plants which eaployed a 
hundred or aore persons, and 47 plmts which eaployed twenty or 
nore persons. Its agricultural base is about average in total 
products sold, but is declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted 
value of over $40.5 aillion. 

Its service sector is large, with 58 percent of the 1980 
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is 
soaewhat saaller than the average for upstate rural counties, 
but is growing slowly. 

About 22 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had soae college background in 1980. This percentage is lower 
than the average for other coaparable upstate rural counties. 

Hontgoaery County had an uneaployaent rate in 1980 of 8.2 
percent, about averi^e aaong upstate counties. It had a slightly 
above average poverty rate (13 percent), and an above-average 
rate of mrital dlsruptiim (24 percent). 
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COUNTY s MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY TYPES 3 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 
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15.1 


13.8 


15.4 




4-6 


6.5 


6.3 


2.4 




6.3 


6.6 




2.0 


4.9 


8.0 


1.7 


2.5 


2.6 


3.0 


14-7 


16. 3 


17. 7 


15.7 




43-9 


40.8 


36.8 


45 


54 


53 


47 


12 


23 


25 


17 


8. 1 


7.9 


5.4 


5.2 


78.2 


73.4 


61.8 


63.4 


1. 473 


1*074 


735 


668 




19,162 


16f 133 


16,551 




36.251 


41 f 949 


40 f 525 




5*41 1 


9 .006 


17f 160 


12*058 


15t259 


2Df 264 


19 f 562 


7.8 


7.8 


13.1 


21.8 


4.8 


8.3 


5.1 


8.2 


17.3 


18.6 


13.8 


13.1 


25.6 


10.0 


13.8 


13.1 


71.7 


78.2 


94.5 


97.0 


34.6 


25.9 


18.7 


11.7 


16.8 


6.7 


5.4 


15.0 


1.7 


0.0 


1.8 


0.0 


13.9 


16.5 


21.4 


23.9 
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POWJMITXOW DATA BV ABE/SEX 
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PrnfULRTlON PVfHWID CHWrTt MMTOOP«ERY 
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OVTAUO OOOHR 



Located ttetween Soct^ster and Sjrracuse oo the Thrutiay in the 
heart of central New York, Ontario County la about average In 
size aaong ui>state rural counties. Its population of 88,900 
people la heavily rural, with 71.3 percent living in places of 
less than twenty-five hundred people. Alnost one-third (31.1 
percent) of its work force coomite outside the county for employ- 
sent . 

Geneva is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
15,100 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Ontario County gained 10,000 people, 
including a n^t of 10,100 adults between twenty-one and sixty- 
five years of age, and gained 6,500 houaeholds. Moreover, be- 
tween 1970 and 1980 the nund>er of Jobs held by its people grew by 
about 9,000. 

The Bsnufacturing econ<HBlc base is slightly above average, 
and increasing slightly, with 28 percent of the 1980 work force 
In manufacturing. In 1980, Ontario County had 15 plants which 
eaployed a hundred or aore persons, and 43 plants which esployed 
twenty or oore persons. Its agricultural base is larger than 
average in total products sold, although declining slightly, with 
a 1980 adjusted value of $54.9 Billion. 

Its service sector is large, with 68 percent of the 1980 
work force engaged in service industries. Rowever, this percen- 
tage is aouller than average for other upstate rural counties, 
and Is unchanging. 

About 32 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had sooe college background in 1980, a percentage s(»ewhat higher 
than the average for other comparable upstate rural counties. 

Ontario County's uneaployaent rate in 1980 was 6.6 percent, 
below the average of other upstate counties. Its poverty rate 
was comparatively low (9 percent), but its rate of marital dis- 
ruption was about average (20 percent). 
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county: ONTARIO 
COUNTY TYPE: 3 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 % NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 



a 


N 


EMPLOYED 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


% 


FEMALES WORKING 


1 




"ERTIARY IND. 


12 




DETAIL, WHOLES. 


13 


% 


PUBL. AOMIN. 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 


16 


% 


FIN, INS, REAL EST. 


17 


% 


MANAG. -PROFESS. 


18 


% 


SECONDARY IND. 


1«> 


N 


MFG., 20* EMPLS. 




H 


MFG., 100* EMPLS. 


^1 


% 


PRIMARY IND. 


22 


% 


LAND IN AGDIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


ADJ. mj, VAL. AG. 



SCtlOECnNCMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 

?7 AOJ Mcrj. FAM. INC. 

28 « SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PFRSONAl WELL-BEING 

32 % HSES H. PLUMBG 
3^ INFANT MORTALITY 
3A SUICIDES PER CAP. 

HnMICir>ES PEP CAP. 
3(S % DISPUPTFO MAR^'GS. 
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3.9 


33.1 


68.3 


58.3 


54.6 
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26. 1 


15.8 
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9.2 
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12.8 


20.5 


21.6 


65. 1 


75.6 


96.7 


97. 7 


25.4 
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19. I 


11.1 
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0.0 
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POPUUPTION DATA BY QBE/SEX 
ONTARIO 



1970 1900 19B9 1990 2000 2010 
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mi 




m£ 
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mm 


Mli 


mm 


m£ 






pam 


00-0* 


3909 


3417 




2924 


3174 


3031 


3917 


3361 


3283 


3137 




2947 


05-09 


424* 


4801 


STB 


X164 


3199 


3139 


3340 


3199 


3US 


3447 


3167 


3013 


to-u 


4312 


3994 


3)99 


3»0 


3475 


3360 


3B5 


3JPS 


sm 


3K5 


3420 


3201 


15-19 


3091 


3936 


4904 


4374 




3919 


3B3 


3305 


3177 


flip 


3696 


39M 


2o-e« 


8001 


3050 


3020 


3B19 


4400 


4301 


3790 


3S61 


3396 


3339 


3756 


3643 


25"^9 
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3S35 


3597 


4931 


4S51 


3B73 


4990 


30 


3604 


3725 


3634 


Xh34 
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2104 


3S91 


3720 


3946 


4030 


4062 


4915 


4318 


4142 


3631 
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35-39 
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3736 


3901 


40X3 


4154 


SIS 
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3711 


3701 


♦0-4* 


2946 


2E97 


2296 
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49fiS 




4319 


4194 
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2273 
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3219 
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2904 
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3139 
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1640 
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1342 
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75-79 
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1016 
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1457 


082 
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301 
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S68 
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395 
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4S3 
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TUTHs 
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111765 
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OSHBOO CUUBTY 



Located on the eastern ehoree of •-'^^^"'"co^lft/lflt^v; 

1, north o£ Syr.cn.e ZtZ^ZlXr' rJ:^^'. I" P»P- 
a,erage In b1« Mong upstate percent 

latlon of "P^'V t«oty-flve hu-Ured people. Al-ost 

™ rtenrst/U" tn \r-U co-nte outside the 

county for eaployaent. 

^ .*<rh a 1980 population of near- 

Oswego Is Its largest place, with a J-^ou pop 

ly 20,000 people. 

r.n^rs'of'-I.Y -Pn^\ver 8 - 
between 1970 and 1980 the number of Jobs neia y 
by 7,800. 

4^ Ki>a«> Is large but declining 
The manufacturing economic base Is l g ^^^f^^^ur- 

,Hgbtly. with 29 Pe-^^ 17 plants Ilch employed a hun- 
or- oT^er-Z; aW£a^«.s ^^^i^Z"^^ 

over $27. A million. 

4« i^rae wlth 69 percent of the 1980 
US service -^[^"-^ ^^^^/^^ %ustrieB. This percentage is 

rv^ragramVgTsea^^^ ^ ^^"^ 

Oswego county has a state -Ueg^ wU^^^^^ 
only about 23 percent of -engage Is lower than 

some college background In '^"^ ^^^^i counties, 

the average for other comparable upstate rural 

► 4« iQRO was 12.7 percent, well abovr 
The unemployment rate In 1980 was ^ ^^e was 

average other upstat ouna The^p^^^^^ 

above average Cl^ percent 

was about average (20 percent). 
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CCUNTYs OSWEGO 
CO^Y type: 3 

TABLE TITLE 

0ENG6RAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 % NCNWHITE 

INDUSTRY 



8 


N 


EMPLOYED 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


% 


FEMALES NORKING 


11 




TERTIARY IND. 


12 


% 


RETAILf WHOLES. 


13 


% 


PUBL. ADMIN. 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 


16 


% 


FIN,INS,REAL EST. 


17 


% 


MANAG. -PROFESS. 


16 


% 


SECONDARY IND. 


19 


H 


MFG. , 20* EMPLS. 


20 


N 


MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 


21 


% 


PRIMA«?Y IND. 


22 


% 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 

28 i SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 « FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PEP CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 



1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


77» 181 


86, 116 


100,897 


113,901 


80 . 


90 


105 


119 


21f 812 


24ff323 


29f 179 


37,236 


39 t 944 


40,648 


47,220 


58,637 


51.8 


47.2 


46.8 


51.7 


10.6 


10.9 


9.4 


9.6 


0.2 


0.3 


0.5 


1.0 


27, 105 


28,439 


33,919 


41 ,761 


67.9 


70.0 


71.8 


71.0 


27.0 


31.3 


35.7 


39.8 


48.4 


54.6 


65.4 


69.0 


15.0 


15.5 


16. 8 


18.3 


3.2 


3.7 


3.6 


4.3 


4.0 


6.6 


12.7 


13.4 


1.8 


1.4 


3.4 


5.7 


1.7 


2.3 


2.7 


3.5 


16. 1 


16.8 


19.5 


18. 1 


39.2 


39.5 


31.8 


28.7 


41 


39 


44 


40 


17 


16 


17 


17 


12.4 


6.5 


2.8 


2.2 


54.1 


40.7 


26.1 


22.9 


3,339 


2 ,030 


1 ,000 


831 


33, 271 


25,030 


16,051 


14,083 


38, 569 


37, 317 


34, 758 


27,474 


2, 772 


5, 580 


9,254 


18 ,815 


9, 563 


15, 736 


20, 822 


21 #449 


11.4 


11.4 


15.6 


23.0 


7. 1 


9.1 


7.0 


12.7 


31.6 


18.6 


13.6 


13.5 


12.5 


11.6 


15.5 


17.4 


60. C 


64.3 


93.9 


96.9 


28.6 


25.2 


14.6 


9.8 


9.1 


8.1 


10.9 


7.0 


0.0 


2.3 


0.0 


0.0 


13.2 


15.1 


16,0 


20.1 
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POPUt^TIOM DATA BY A8E/SEX 
OSWEOO 
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KBISSKLAER OOOimr 



Located Just east of Albany and the upper Hudson River and 
on Interstate 90 in upstate New York, Rensselaer County is veil 
above average in size, with extensive urban inflt^nce. its popu- 
lation of alnost 152,000 people is heavily urban, with 61.3 per- 
cent living in places of BK>re than twenty-five hundred people. 
Moreover, it is the third highest coonuting county in the upstate 
area — alnost one-half (43.3 percent) of the work force connute 
outside the county to work. 

Troy is its largest place, with a 1980 population of Ju«t 
over 23,900 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Rensselaer County lost 1,400 people, 
but gained a net of 6,1(X) adults between twenty-one and sixty- 
five years of age, and gained 5,400 households. Moreover, be- 
tween 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew by 
5,300. 

The manufacturing economic base is low and declining slight- 
ly, with 19 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In 
L980, Rensselaer County had 17 plants which employed a hundred or 
more (arsons, and 39 plants which employed twenty or more. Its 
agricultural base is much smaller than average in total products 
sold, and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of $25.2 
million. 

Its service sector Is large, with 80 percent of the 1980 
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage iu 
soisei^at larger than the average for other comtmrable upstati* 
rural counties, and is growing slowly. 

Rensselaer County has several colleges, and 29 percent of 
people over twenty-five years of age had sense college background 
In 1980. This percentage Is about average for other comparable 
upstate rural counties. 

The unemployment rate In 1980 was 7 percent, below the aver- 
age of other upstate counties. Both the poverty rate at 12.4 
percent, and the rate of marital disruption at 23 percent were 
slightly above average. 
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COUNTY: RENSSELAER 
COUNTY TYPE: 3 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 PnPULATION 

2 PO? DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 % NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 



6 


N 


EMPLOYED 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


% 


FEMALES WORKING 


11 
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TERTIARY IND. 
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RETAIL, WHOLES. 
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PUBL. AOMIN. 


»4 
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% 
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% 


FINflNSfREAL EST. 


17 


% 


MANAG.-PPOFESS. 
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% 
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N 


MFG^, 100* EMPLS. 


21 


% 


PRIMARY IND. 


22 


X 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


AOJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 t FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PEP CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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SUUaOGk GOOMTT 



Located north of Albany on the western shores of the upper 
Hudson River and the Interstate 87 Northway, Saratoga County Is 
well above average in- slse aaong upstate rural counties. Its 
population of over 153,700 people is about evenly split between 
rural and urban, with 46.3 percent living in places of nore than 
twenty-five hundred people. Moreover, it is the second highest 
cotmuting county in the upstate area — almost one-half (46.5 per- 
cent) of the work force cc^ute outside tl^ county to w>rk. 

Saratoga Springs, a popular sunaer resort, is its largest 
city irith a 1980 population of over 23,900 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Saratoga County gained 32,000 people, 
including a net of 23,800 adults between twenty-one and sixty- 
five years of age, and gained 16,300 tK>usetK>lds. Moreover, 
between 1970 and 1980 the number of Jolw held by its people grew 
by 20,000. 

The nanufacturing econoalc base Is small and declining, with 
22 percent of the 1980 work force In manufacturing. In 1980, 
Saratoga County had 9 plants which employed a hundred or more 
persons, and 35 plants which employed twenty or more. Its agri- 
cultural base Is smaller than average In total products sold, and 
also declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of almost 
$20.8 million. 

its service sector Is large, with about 77 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service Industries. This percentage 
Is somewhat larger than the average for other upstate rural coun- 
ties, and Is growing slowly. 

About 36 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had 
some college background in 1980. This percentage Is higher than 
the average for other comparable upstate rural counties. 

The county had an unemployment rate In 1980 of 8.1 percent, 
about average for other upstate counties. It had comparatively 
low rates of poverty (9 percent) and marital disruption (18 per- 
cent). 
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COUNTY: SARATOGA 
COUNTY type: 3 

TABLE TITLE 

ObMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 
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SCHKKKCTADY COUNTY 



Located Immediately on the northwestern border of Albany 
County and on the Thruway In upstate New York's capital district, 
Schenectady County Is well above average In size anong upstate 
rural counties. Its population of nearly 150,000 people Is 
heavily urban, with 89.1 percent living In places of more than 
twenty-five hundred people. Almost one-quarter (24 percent) of 
Its work force commute outside the county for employment. 

Schenectady Is its largest city, with a 1980 population of 
nearly 68,000 people. 

Between 1970 and i98f) Schenectady County lost about 12,000 
people, but lost a net of only 1,000 adults between twenty-one 
and sixty-five years of age, with a gain of 2,700 households. 
Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of Jobs held by Its 
people grew by 1,700. 

The manufacturing economic base Is small and declining 
slightly, with 23 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur- 
ing. In 1980, the county had 2 J plants which employed a hundred 
or more persons, and 32 plants which employed twenty or more 
p.>rsons. Its agricultural base is smaller than average in total 
products: sold, and declining, with a 1980 adjusted value of just 
M'o: $4.8 mi 1 1 i on . 

Its setvite sector is large, with over 76 percent ot the 
I'mn wi»rk force engaged itt service industries. This percentage 
Is larger than tlie average for other upstate rural counties, aii.i 
1^ v'.rowing slowly. 

About J4 perceftt ot residents over twenty-five years of age 
soiPK' rollege background in 1980, - percentage above average 
' f 'fhei comparable upstate rural fouiirfes. 

U,f .inemplovraent rate in m8(J was h.'y percent, below the 
f t t.'.t' of other upstate counties. The poverty rate ot in p^-t 
' nt was romparat I ve ! y low, hut f he rate ,-t marital d i .s r upt^i^ ,o ot 
' )" i ( «'Mf wa'i above averaii^e. 
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COUNTY: SCHENECTADY 
CCUNTY TYPE: 3 



TABtF TITLE 1950 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 142,497 

2 POP DENSITY 688 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 43,472 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 85,075 

5 PERCENT 21-65 59.7 

6 PERCENT 65+ 9.6 

7 % NQNWHITE 1,1 

INDUSTRY 

8 N EMPLOYED 57,202 

9 X EMPLOYED 21-65 67.2 
IC % FEMALES WORKING 27.9 

11 I TERTIARY IND. 48.5 

12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 15.6 

13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 6.5 

14 X EDUCATION 3.2 

15 % HEALTH SEPVICE 2.8 

16 % FIN, INS, REAL EST. 2.2 

17 % MANAG. -PROFESS. 25.7 

18 % SECONDARY IND. 50.3 

19 N MPG., 20+ EMPLS. 43 

20 N MFG., 100* EMPLS. 28 

21 % PRIMARY IND. 1.2 

22 % LAND IN AGP I C. 45.2 

23 N FARMS 600 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 5,989 

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 

SOC lOECONCMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,818 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 13,172 
2H % SOME COLLEGE 17,2 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 3.8 

30 % FAMS. IN POV«^RTY I'l.O 

31 % f AMS, IN AFFLy^NC^ 28.8 

PEPSliN'il WELL-BEING 

3? % HSP*^ W. PI (;*1Rr, « 7. 7 

3 3 INFANF M(]HTALITY . 8 

sure r^E s pep cap. 1 1.2 

HCMICIDES PFt^ CAP. 0.7 

V> % niSRUP'^^n MAPRGS. l/,'; 
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POPUt.PT I ON DATA BV Rf3E/SEX 
SCHENECTADY 
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Located on the shores of Lake Ontario between Rochester and 
Syracuse, and north of New York's Thruway, Wayne County Is an 
average-sized upstate rural county* Its population of 84,500 
people is heavily rural, with 78*8 percent living in places of 
less than twenty-five itundred people. Over one-third (36.9 per-- 
cent) of Its work force comute outside the county for employ- 
ment • 

Newark is Its largest place, with a 1980 population of Just 
over 10^000 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Mayne County gained 5,100 people, in- 
cluding a net of 5,900 «iults between twenty-one and sixty--flve 
years of age, and gained 4,900 households. Moreover, betwen 
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by 
6,200. 

The manufacturing economic base is large, even if declining 
very slightly, with 37 percent of the 1980 work force In manu- 
facturing. In 1980, Wayne County had 16 plants whlci* employed a 
hundred or more persons, and 41 plants which employed twenty or 
more persons. Its agricultural base Is much larger than average 
in total products sold, and Increasing, with a 1980 adjusted 
value of $77.2 million. 

its service sector Is large, with %i percent of the 1980 
work force engaged In service Industries. This fH?rcentage Is 
somewhat smaller than the average for upstace rural counties, 
but f growing slowly. 

About 25 percent of residents over twenty-five years ot age 
had some college background In 1980. This percentage is lower 
than the average for other comparable upstate rural counties. 

Wayne County had an unemploynient rate in 1:^80 of 7.9 |K»r' 
X t*(it , /ibotit average for other upst.'^t*^ counttes* It had a poverty 
ratt' of jiO percent and a rate of rauirltal dif^ruption of 19 pt r - 
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COUNTY: WAYNE 
CCUNTY type; 3 



TABLE TITLE 1950 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 57,323 

2 POP DENSITY 95 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 16,752 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 30,488 

5 PERCENT 21-65 53.2 

6 PERCENT 65* 12.2 

7 % NONWHITE 0.8 

INDUSTRY 

8 N E'iPLQYED 20,803 

9 % EMPLOYED 21-65 68.2 

10 % FEMALES WORKING 26.4 

11 % TERTIARY !ND. 53.8 

12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 18.8 

13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 2.7 

14 % EDUCATION 4.0 

15 % HEALTH SERVICE 4.0 

16 % FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.9 

17 % MANAG.-PROFESS. 14.8 

18 % SECONDARY INO. 23.6 

19 N MFG., 20> EMPLS. 40 

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 10 

21 % PRIMARY INO. 22.6 

22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 81.8 

23 N FARMS 3,643 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 31,733 

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 67,371 

SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,806 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 9,681 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 11.7 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 4.5 

30 % FAMS. IN PCVFRTY ^,0.6 

31 f FAMS. IN AFFf.UFNCF 1 ^> . 5 

PEPSCNAL WELL-BEING 

^2 % HSFS W. PLI1M8G 'SA. 3 

INFANT MORTALITY 30.9 

34 5UICI0ES PER CAP. 7,0 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.7 
% DISRUPTED MARRGS. 1/.4 



I960 


1970 


1980 


Off 989 


79f 


OA dot 
84 f 581 


IIZ 


131 


140 


1 ceo 

I9f 553 


23 f 553 


00 A A 'S 

28 f 443 


33f 995 


39f 146 


45 f 056 


50*0 


49. 3 


53. 3 


11 .5 


9.9 


10.8 


2.3 


3«4 


y A 

4.0 


24f 272 


29 f 249 


35 f 401 


71 


74# 7 


78»6 


33 • I 


'a y. jL 

36.4 


A 1 A 

41.0 


52 • 7 


55 • ^ 


5 f .o 


I 7. H 


15»9 


1 A ^ 

16. J 


2.0 


2 • 7 


3 ♦ 3 


4.8 


9.0 


9^5 


t y 

1.6 




0 A 

8.6 


1.6 


U9 


2.6 


17 • 1 


to T 

19 • f 


1 V . Z 


33 • 2 


3 7*6 


3 f .1) 




Jo 


A. 1 
Hi 


1 6 


1 8 


1 0 




f ♦ CI 




70.9 


59^0 


51.4 


2 f Hoi 


1 iL '7 A 
1 f 4 


1 1 QO 

1 f loV 


27t5C4 


22,888 


19,939 


82 fuOl 


f £,f 60 f 


r f 9 £ 


5 f 66 ? 


i Q f 5L? 0 


ZU • .^o5 


15,981 


2 3 ,643 


23,239 


11.7 


16.2 


25.3 


6.0 


4.6 


7.9 


18.3 


1 >.a 


10.2 


13.0 


20. 7 


21.7 


67.7 


9;'. ^ 


'^^.(> 


23.4 




11.6 


a. :> 


a . 8 


7.1 


5. 9 


^. 8 


3.5 


14. i 




19. 3 



2b 1 



274 



POPULATION BV ASE/SEX 

MAYNE 



1970 im 19BB im eooo 2010 
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N Y S County Type 4: Rural Counties 
Under Considerable Urban Influence 
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CATTARAUGUS OOOimf 



The second most western county in upstate New York's South- 
ern Tier and on the Southern Tier Expres5tWBy» Cattaraugus County 
is above average In size among upstate New York rural count les* 
Its population of 85,0(K) people Is heavily rural, with 65»5 per-- 
rent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred people. 
Lens than one-^slxth ( !*> percent) of Its work force coimute oat- 
sldo the county for employment. 

Olean is Its largest city, with a 1980 population of Just 
over 18,200 people* 

Between 1970 and 1980 Cattaraugus County gained about 4,000 
people. Including a net of 5,300 adults between twenty-one and 
sixty-five years of age, and gained 4,400 households* Moreover, 
between 1970 and 1980 the number of Jobs held by its people grew 
oy S,(K)0^ 

The maauf acturlng economic base Is large though declining 
slightly, with 30 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur- 
ing. In 1980, Cattaraugus County had 20 plants which employed a 
fuuulred or more persons, and plants which employed twenty or 
vh.vc persons. Its agricultural base Is larger than average in 
fatal products sold, even 11 declining slightly, with a 1980 
lifj listed v:ilue of over $"^1,2 million* 

Its service sector is large, with pere<nt ot the 1980 

W'lk iiyrre engaged in st^rvire industries. This percentage is 
snitler than the average for other upstate rural counties, but is 
^fi\>wi s 1 owl y • 

The county has several colleges within its borders, hut <niiv 
ihoiit percent of residents over tweniy-live years of age had 
some college background in 1980. This percentage is soraewh;it 
iotrtW r than t fie average for other romparable upstate rural toun ~ 
r i fs . 

rhe unemployment rate in 1980 was 8.6 percent, exa<'tly avf>r 
i^'^i' antHig upstate count ic»s. Cat t arauj^us County bad a high pov • 
t'Tty rate (16 percefit), /nid an average- rale ot ui<»rUat tii sru}if i oo 
t / J pt»rctMi t ) • 
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COUNTY: CATTARAUGUS 
COUNTY TYPE: 4 



TABLE TITLE 1950 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 77,901 

2 POP DENSITY 59 

3 OCCUPIFO HOUSES 22,151 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 41,239 

5 PERCENT 21-65 52.9 

6 PERCENT 65* 10.0 

7 t NONWHITE 1.7 

INDUSTRY 

8 N EMPLOYED 28,900 

9 t EMPLOYED 21-65 70.1 

10 % FEMALES WORKING 26.2 
U % TERTIARY INO. 54.5 

12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 15.8 

13 % PU6L. ADMIN. 2.7 

14 % EDUCATION 4.5 

15 t HEALTH SERVICE 4.0 

16 % FIN, INS, REAL EST. 1.9 

17 % MANAG. -PROFESS. 15.9 

18 % SECONDARY IND. 30.8 

19 H MFG., 20* EMPLS. 58 

20 N MFG., 100* EMPLS. 17 

21 % PRIMARY IND. 14.7 

22 % LAND IN AGPIC. 60.1 

23 N FARMS 3,508 

24 fVCRES HARVESTED 50,665 
?5 AOJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 52,510 

SCCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCUME 2,963 

27 AOJ MED. FAM. INC. 10,222 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 13.0 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 5.0 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 27.3 

31 * FAMS. IN AFFLUFNCf 16.1 

PFPSONAL WPIL-BEING 

32 % HSFS W. PLUMdG 7S. 1 
13 INFANT MORTALITY 29.1 
^4 SUICIDES PER CAP. 12,8 
?5 HOMICIDES PE» CAP. 0.0 

% DISRUPTED MA^^RGS. 12.8 
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POPULATION DATA BY A6E/SEX 
CATTARAUBUS 



im t9Bo t«B tno 2000 mo 



m 


MI 




m£ 


FBIU 


MtE 


FB9|£ 




fBI8£ 






NRl£ 


PBMi 




JMO 




330S 






3299 




3423 


3322 


3173 


3013 


2879 


05-09 


4216 


ano 


3K1 




3114 


3991 


3se 


3318 


3619 


MSB 


3199 


3044 


to-i« 


4au 




an7 


^47 






3332 


mn 


3724 


3354 




3367 




4tt] 


ms 


4279 


4078 


3R2 


39S3 


3390 


3290 


3231 


3992 


3417 


3262 


a^M 




gtn 






4122 


3949 




3S20 


3090 


2812 


3191 


JOSS 




eiai 


21*9 


Mi 


na 


3M6 


3815 


4989 


3S7 


3172 


3916 


2893 


2786 


JO-JI 


1199 


2018 


2952 


2907 






3917 


3U1 


3997 


3171 




2M5 


9-39 


f«7 




2233 


2B9 


am 


2832 




3191 


4114 


39KI 


3191 


3091 


49-44 


ass 


em 


19BI 


20S 


2897 


2383 


2996 


2946 


3193 


3907 




3619 


«-49 




2ME 


1991 


2182 


19K 


2909 


2291 


2390 


3089 


3393 


4278 


4195 




217S 


EBIl 


2120 


22% 


1898 


2132 


1909 


8009 


2157 


3907 


3738 


4074 


9*49 


1973 


2091 


2146 


2BI 


2077 


2841 


1839 


2124 


2130 


2402 


306O 


3477 




1775 


1919 


1927 


2197 


19M 


2247 


1929 


2166 


1742 


1948 


2768 


2967 


tsrVf 


1419 


lfi99 


mt 


19P4 


1672 


1996 


1730 


2109 


1327 


1959 


1822 


2267 


T^n 


IMI 


1492 


1219 


1643 


1213 


1664 


1396 


1788 


1408 


1154 


1306 


1706 




7J7 


1135 


851 


1291 


970 


1338 


8K 


1409 


1047 


1611 


9}1 


1336 


aho/k 


473 


709 


477 


BO 


324 


910 


949 


1918 


637 


1149 


683 


1223 


a* 


293 




300 


749 


395 


991 


496 


1142 


549 


1452 


666 


1753 








TDTflLi 


89697 




97699 




90637 


TOW.: 


99664 


TOT«.j 


99135 



Samt NLY.S, B f tmii i t of Csmmrew 
Bfarwn of tht Cmmm - ibii ^ork 

BY; Economc Dkvtlopvnl and Tcctmicil Awiiflncv CenUr 



287 



281 



tfTO 

85^ 



mis 




M ii m iiii ni ii mm i w wt W ii Mnn i i iii 

•Mmm il H l i lll lMHM W MWW» " W > 
■ • ■ ■mi ^ WMM I MHUMM 

— » » « t ♦ f < > > — 



1949 
ao-o« 




ii w i n i Mmlnmnn» i 

•lllllllliilllMli(ii>lilM>MIIIIII 
H iWMl llli fi iil W t N I MmMM 



« 7 6 5 



3 2 i 



S 2 3 # 5 6 7 6 



8 7 6 5 



3 i 1 



I e 3 4 5 6 



UlLiS 



49^ 



Sk39 
15-19 



%m 



mo 




9^ 



7V79 
99-59 



ti HiH il H I HM tfff»i 



3»-l9 



NftMttfi 



• w iigi w tt ii i! 



fBfUS 




b 5 



3 i I 



£ 3 4 5 6 7 6 



6 9 



J 2 I 



Of ^ tmmm - Ifew 



ERIC 



2S8 



AVAILABLE 



282 



j 

CBUnMKJfik GOORT 



The eniaost coimty In upstace Hew York's Southern Tier 
and located on the Soutbsm Tier Expressway, Chautauqua County is 
above averag in sixe among upstate New Tork rural counties. Its 
population o*. nearly 147,000 people is iw>re urhan than rural, 
with 53.2 percent living in places of nore than twenty~five hun- 
dred people. Less than one-twentieth (3.2 percent) of its work 
force coouite outside the county for eaploynent. 

JaMStown is its largest city, with a 1980 population of 
nearly 35,800 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Chautauqua County lost about 400 peo- 
ple, but gained a net of 4,700 adults between twenty-one and 
sixtyfive years of age, and gained 5,200 households. Moreover, 
between 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew 
t; 5,000. 

The manufacturlog econoaic base Is large but declining 
slightly, with 31 percent of the 1980 work force in nanufactur- 
ing. In 1980, Chautauqua County had 44 plants which enployed a 
hundred or more persons, and 106 plants which esployed twenty or 
nore persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in 
total products sold, and increasing, with a 1980 adjusted value 
of over $83.2 nillion. ^ 

Its service sector is large, with over 64 iwrcent of tlte 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
is SBsller than the average for other upstate rural counties, 
but is growing slowly. 

Chautauqua County has several colleges within its borders, 
and 26 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had sooe 
college background in 1980. This [wrcentage is lower than the 
average for other coaparable uiwtate rural counties. 

The county had an unesploynent rate in 1980 of 7.4 percent, 
below the average of ott^r upstate counties. It had an average 
poverty rate (14 percent), and an average rate of narital disrup- 
tion (21*5 percent). 
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county: CHAUTAUQUA 
CCJUNTY TYPES 4 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 
/ 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 % NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 



8 


N 


EMPLOYED 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


% 


fENALES NORKING 


11 


% 


TERTIARY I NO. 


12 


% 


RETAILff WHOLES. 


13 


% 


PU6L. ADMIN. 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 


16 


% 


FIN»INS»REAL EST. 


17 


% 


MANAG. -PROFESS. 


18 


% 


SECONDARY IND. 


19 


H 


MFG.f 20* EMPLS. 


20 


N 


MF6.» 100* EMPLS. 


21 


% 


PRIMARY IND. 


22 


% 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIQECONwMiC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 

27 ADJ MED* FAM. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL MELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 



1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


35f 189 


145f 37* 


X47f 305 


1 f V2 5 


125 


134 


130 




41 f 483 


45f 751 


47f oo5 


At *r 
5Zf 81 r 


74f 277 


73f 125 


72 f 032 


76f 7Z4 


54.9 


50.3 


4o.9 


5Z«Z 


11.3 


12.2 


12.4 


14«Z 


0.6 


1.0 


1«4 


9 A 

Z*8 


54v393 


53f 925 


55f 616 


AA C0 1 


73.2 


73.7 


77»2 


79»U 


28.2 


31.6 


36* 8 


^1 vZ 


49.1 


52#7 






17.7 


16.8 




OA A 


2.4 


2.5 


3» 1 


A A 

4»U 


3.8 


5.8 




10^6 


2.5 


2.3 




ff # ^ 


2.0 


2.8 


3.5 


3.2 


15.8 


17*l 


lo«o 




40.4 


40*5 


33« 1 


aA 0 


129 


117 


112 


1 A A 


56 


47 


iL A. 


A A 


10.5 






K 1 


72.3 


62«2 


46«6 


46.3 


5f 336 


3f 784 




A f aaU 


50»118 


43tll7 


32t303 


32f095 


68ff068 


75f 432 


81 f f 51 


8^ f A r 


3f 142 


5ff626 


8f 838 


iff 90 1 


1 0 f 840 


1 !>f 009 


1 O AAA 


AV f vAV 


12.1 


12.1 


18.3 


26.4 


4.5 


5.8 


4.2 


7.4 


22.7 


17.1 


14.7 


13.7 


16.4 


10.6 


13.5 


15.7 


80.1 


76.5 


97.6 


97.6 


29.6 


22. Z 


17.0 


9.6 


16.3 


11.0 


15.6 


9.5 


0.7 


1.4 


0.0 


3.4 


13.3 


15.3 


19.2 


21.5 



290 



9 » 

% 

284 



POPULATION DATA BY A8E/8EX 



CHAUTAUQUA 







IflO 


1«9 


t 


999 


1 


919 




WW 




CViV 


Ml 


MU 


FBPLI 






FB9IE 


mi 


fmu. 


MU 


FB9U 


m£ 


FBOli 


Q9-09 


CBBB 


sm 


M 4SI4 


9Bt 


9111 


9199 


9199 


4735 


49M 


4491 


4891 
4299 


7MF 


fine 




9099 


4997 


9319 


9999 


9149 


490 






1B» 


nrr 




SEP 


4911 


9999 


4791 


9197 


9219 


4809 


49B 


fS-tf 


W« 


7169 


IBB fiSfS 




9910 


4914 


4fi09 


4919 


4910 


4739 






4ae 




«9 




64S 


4*9 


4» 


4ej9 


4299 


4999 


470 




3ns 


ay 


9111 sa 




CB0 


9193 


fi&E 


497S 


4489 


480 


408 


39-91 


am 




4)13 «» 


Ml 








a99 




4471 


4991 


JB^ 


3Bn 




I9K 4147 


4991 










9941 


4779 


4874 


4M« 


¥m 


MM 


3117 3sn 




4120 




4n 


sou 


6909 


9399 


9392 


^(M9 


HO 


«B 


3189 ms 




SB 




4147 


9990 


9711 


7143 


7073 


9^51 


4139 




Wm 404 


Ml 


3SB 




3934 


4tie 


9934 


6907 


7099 


S*9i 


mi 


4123 


SfS 409 


mr 


4991 




BH 


3773 


4143 


9513 


9181 




m 


3tt9 


3t74 4144 




4079 


9113 


39(9 


2999 


9419 


4429 


4891 




flEflS 


31S 


3999 30I 


am 


3m 


30dS 


3997 


2749 




3149 


3994 




a9« 


£09 


897 aS9 


SBS 


3D9 


8133 


3395 


2902 


338 


2171 


2997 


75-7f 




2171 


1991 m 


U44 




1791 


em 


1909 




IfifiO 


2H9 


ae-M 


m 


t«4 


mt 1799 


999 


ITU 


1010 


19B4 


1149 


2194 


1199 




flB* 


MS 


mi 


CS7 m* 




1979 


979 


8BB9 


1997 




1149 


3m 






14I3B 


mu i4aes 




147074 


TBTSU 


149» 


lUTILt 




TDni.t 





9niEEt li,T.& giparlMl Ckanret 
9Mi «r na GtaM - nw Itark 

SUt9 mmwl*t Mtaii, PUktiOvm VM( 12991 



CS?Y AVi^'ifiBLE 291 



f 



285 



69* 



tiMt 

mi 



79-79 



79-## 



9949 



S*fi9 



•MMMMNMHM 



is-n 



IS-tf 



MMINM 



• 765«Jei 12t«S»70 87(943«t tt3«3ft7l 



if* 



15-79 



1949 
^14 



■NSi 



TH9 



tiwawiiigiimitiiiiiii nm ii UM 



*W9 



■lltWI 



t»9 
09^ 



ii> mm ii Mt i > w niHM i mi i 



i7S94lfl tS349S7S 67SS4iet tEI496 7 9 



9tal« ttmraty Miip^ Waltifcw^s iMi fm^ Um 



ERIC 



292 



BEST COPY AVAyBLE 



286 



s ooomrr 



A central county in upstate Hew York's Southern Tier and on 
Che Southern Tier Expressway, Oieaiung County Is above average In 
size asK>ng rural counties. Its population of 97,600 people is 
heavily urban, with 82.9 percent living in places of sore than 
twenty-five hundred people. Le^s than one-tenth (9.9 percent) of 
its work force coonute outsiSe the county for employnent. 

Elaira is its largest city, with a 1980 population of over 
35,300 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Chenung County lost 4,000 people, but 
gained a net of 2,500 adults betueen twenty-one and sixty^five 
years of age, and gained 3,3(K> tM>u8eholds. Moreover, between 
1970 and 1980 the nunber of jobs held by its people grew by 
1,300. 

The Manufacturing ecouMic base is large, even if declining 
slightly, with 30 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur- 
ing. In 1980, Cbeaung County had 31 plants which enployed a 
hundred or aore persons, and 55 plants which osployed twenty or 
■ore persons. Its agricultural base is snaller than average in 
total products sold,' and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted 
value of $14.3 aillion. 

Its service sector is large, with about 69 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industrl ■. This percentage 
is about average for other upstate count '^^ , and is growing 
slowly* 

About 28 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had 
sone college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly 
below average for other coaparable upstate rural counties. 

Chemung County had an uneaploynent rate in 19^ of 9.5 per- 
cent, above the average of other upstate counties. It also had 
a slightly below-average iN>verty rate (13 percent), and an aver- 
age rate of narital disruption (22 percent). 
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COUNTYs CHENUNG 
COUNTY TYPES 4 

TABLE TITLE 

0EMGGR4PHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

B OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 654^. 

7 % NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 
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26 MED. FAM. INCOME 

27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 

28 t SOME COLLEGE 
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31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 
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32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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The wost nortteaateni county in New York, located on Inter- 
state 87 to tha Canadian border and on the western shores of Lake 
Chaaplain, Clinton County Is above average In slxe aiKmg uiMtate 
rural counties* Its populatlm ot 80,700 people is teavily 
rural, with 61*9 percent living in places of less than twenty*- 
five himdred people. Less than one-ti»ntleth (3*0 percent) of 
its work force ccwmite outside tl^ county for eaploynent* 

Plattsburgh is its largest city, with a 1980 po|Nilation of 
Just over 21,000 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Clinton County gained 7,800 people, 
including a net of 8,600 adults between twenty-one simI sixty-five 
years of age, and gain«i 5,700 households. Moreover, between 
1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew by 
6,000. 

The nanufacturing econooic base is saall though increasing 
slightly, with only 17 percent of the 1980 work force in nanu- 
facturing. In 1980, Clinton County had 7 plants which oaployed a 
hurdred or noire persons, and 25 plants which oaployed twenty or 
more persons. Its agricultural base is about average in total 
products sold but declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value 
of $44.5 alllion. 

Its service sector is large, with nearly 79 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
is larger than the average among upstate rural counties, and is 
growing very slowly. 

Clinton County has one state college within its borders; 30 
percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had s<me col- 
lege background in 1980. This percentage is about average among 
comparable upstate rural cotmties. 

Clinton County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 10.8 per- 
cent, well above the averasre of other upstate counties. It also 
had a slightly above average fK>verty rate (15 percent), but a 
below average rate of marital disruption (20 percent). 



ERIC 




291 



COIWTYJ CLINTON 
COUNTY type: 4 



TABLE TITLE 1950 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 53 f 622 

2 POP DENSITY 51 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 13*009 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 27*453 

5 PERCENT 21-65 51.2 

6 PERCENT 65* 8.7 

7 t NONWHITE 1.6 

INDUSTRY 

8 N EMPLOYED 16*305 

9 t EMPLOYED 21-65 59.4 

10 % FEMALES WORKING 25.4 

11 % TERTIARY IND. 60.1 

12 t RETAIL* WHOLES. 16.2 

13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 5.6 

14 « EDUCATION 6.2 

15 % HEALTH SERVICE 5.6 

16 % FIN*INS*REAL EST. 1.6 

17 % NANAG.-PROFESS. 15.7 

18 % SECONDARY IND. 19.2 

19 N MFG.* 27* EMPLS. 19 

20 N MFG.* 1004- EMPLS. 6 

21 % PRIMARY IND. 20.7 

22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 59.1 

23 N FA«»MS 2*275 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 39*981 

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 36*236 

SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MEO. FAM. INCOME 2*829 

27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 9*760 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 11.9 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 6.9 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 31.8 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 14.0 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 t HSES W. PLUMBG 56.0 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 26.6 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 9.3 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 12.7 
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CDSniMD OOORT 



Located Just south of Syracuse and north of Bingham ton on 
Interstate 81 In the heart of upstate Nev York, Cortland County 
is ttuch saaller than average for upstate rural counties. Its 
population of 49,000 people Is about evenly split between rural 
and urban, with 48.7 percent living in places df aore than 
twenty-five himdred people. Less than one-seventh (12.9 percent) 
of its work force coasute outside the county for osployBent. 

Its largest center is the city of Cortland, with a 1980 
population of Just over 20,000 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Cortland County gained 3,000 people, 
including a net of 3,000 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained over 2,500 housetolds. Horeover, be- 
frfeen 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by Its people grew by 

The nanufacturing ecoooiaic base is large although declining 
slightly, with 29 percent of the 1980 work force In oanufactur- 
ing. In 1980, Cortland County had 13 plants which esployed a 
hundred or aore persons, and 24 plants which eaployed twenty or 
■ore persons. Its agricultural base is about average In total 
products sold, and increasing slightly, with a 1980 adjusted 
value of over $44.1 alllion. 

Its service sector Is large, with over 65 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service indiM tries* This percentage 
Is saaller than the average for other upstate rural counties, 
but is growing slowly. 

A state college Is located in the county, and 30 percent of 
residents over twenty-five years of age had soae college back- 
ground in 1980. This percentage is alM>ut a^rage for other com- 
parable upstate rural counties. 

The county had an uneaployaent rate in 1980 of 8.7 percent, 
about average for other ccmparable counties. It had an average 
poverty rate (14 percent), and an average rate of aarltal disrup- 
don (22 percent). 
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COUNTY: CORTLAND 
COUNTY TYPE: 4 

TABLE TITLE 

0ENC6RAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED NOISES 
A 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 
1 X NC^MHITE 

INDUSTRY 
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SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL MELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUN8G 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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JIFFERSOH OOOHR 



Located oa the aastenmosC shores of Lake Ontario » along 
Interstate 81 and extei^lng to the beautiful Thousand Islaunds and 
the St* Lawrence Seaway and Caiuda^ Jefferson Coimty is an aver- 
age«-sis€Kl rural coimty* Its population of 88»1(X) people is 
highly rural » with 64 #3 percent living in places of less than 
twenty^five hundred people* Less than one-^twentietb (3*1 per- 
cent) of its work force coBarote outside the county for employe 
nent* 

Watertown is its largest city» with a 1980 population of 
over 27^800 people* 

Between 1970 mid 1980 Jefferson County lost about 350 peo- 
ple , but gained 3,600 adults between twenty^^one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained 3,300 households* Moreover, betipeen 
1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew by 800* 

The manufacturing economic base is small and declining 
slightly, with 22 percent of the 1980 irork force in manufactur- 
ing* In 1980, Jefferson County had 11 plants which employed a 
hundred or more {Arsons, and 32 plants which employed tuenty or 
more persons* Its agricultural base is much larger than average 
in total products sold and is relatively stable, with a 1980 
adjusted value of over $77*1 million* 

Jefferson County* s service sector is large, with about 71 
percent of the 1980 work force engaged in service industries* 
This percentage is average for other upstate rural counties, and 
is growing very slowly* 

About 25 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had 
some college background In 1980* This percentage Is slightly 
lower than t\m average for other comparable upstate rural coun- 
ties* 

Jefferson County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 11*6 per- 
cent, well above average for other upstate counties* The county 
had a comparatively high poverty rate (16 percent), aiu! an above- 
average rate of marital disruption (22 percent)* 
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CC3UNTY: JEFFERSON 
COUNTY TYPES 4 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 % NONNHITE 

INDUSTRY 

8 N EMPLOYED 

9 « EMPLOYED 21-65 

10 % FEMALES NORKING 

11 % TERTIARY IND. 

12 % RETAILff WHOLES. 

13 % PUBL. AOMIN. 

14 % EDUCATION 

15 % HEALTH SERVICE 

16 % FINtlNSfREAL EST. 

17 % NANAG .-PROFESS. 

18 % SECONDARY IND. 

19 N NFG.ff 20* EMPLS. 

20 N MFG.t 100* EMPLS. 

21 % PRIMARY IND. 

22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 

23 N FARMS 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 

SOCIOECGNONIC 

26 MEO. FAM. INCOME 

27 AOJ MED. FAM. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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Locaced about halfway betiieea Alliaiiy and Blnghaaton on 
Interstate 88 and with Cherry Valley running through It, Otsego 
County is below average in slse aaoog upstate rural counties. 



cent living in places of less than twen^-five hundred people* 
Uss than one-fifth (18.0 percent) of Its work force conaute 
outside the county for osployMnt. 

Oneonta is Its largest place, with a 1980 population of Just 
below 15,000 people. Historic Cooperstown, on the southern shore 
of Otsego Lake, lies near thet center of the county. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Otsego County gained 2,900 people, 
including 3,200 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five years of 
age, and gained 2,500 households . Moreover, between 1970 and 
1980 the nuaber of jobs held by its people grew by 2,700. 

The wanufacturing econoaic base is soall and declining 
slightly, with only 16 percent of the 1980 work force in nanufac- 
turing. In 1980, Otsego County had only 5 plants which eaployed 
a hundred or aore persons, and 18 which eaployed twenty or aore. 
Its agricultural base is larger than average in total products 
sold but is declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of 
over $61.4 ailllon. 

Its service sector is large, with about 76 percent of the 

1980 work force engaged in servicp industries. This percentage 

Is soaewhat higher than the average for upstate rural counties, 
and is growing slowly. 

Otsego County has several colleges within its Orders, and 
about 32 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had soae 
college background in 1980. This percentage is higher than the 
average for other coaparable upstate rural counties. 

Otsego County had an uneaployaent rate in 1980 of 7.7 per- 
cent, slightly below the average for other upstate counties. It 
had a poverty rate of 15 percent, aud a aarital disruption rate 
of 22 percent, both very slightly above average for coaparable 
counties. 



Its population of 59,000 people 
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COUNTY: OTSEGO 
CGUNTV TYPei 4 

TABtE TITLE 

OEHOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 
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33 INFANT MOf^TALITY 
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Locatad on the southwesCeni shores of the St» Lawrence Sea- 
way, and one of upstate New York's three norchemost counties, 
St. Lawrence County is above average in aiae among rural coun- 
ties. Its population of 114,250 people is norejrural than urhan, 
with 58.7 percent living in places of less than twenty-five hun- 
dred people. Less than one-twentieth (2.9 percent) of its work 
force cooBute outside the cotmty for enploynent* 

Nassena is the county's largest place, with a 1980 popula- 
tion of 12,600 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 St. Lawrence County gained 2,200 peo- 
ple, including 5,700 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained 5,500 householda. Moreover, between 
1970 and 1980 the nunber of jobs held by its people grew by about 
3,300. 

The nanufacturing economic base is small and declining 
slightly, v/ith only 18 percent of the 1980 work force in manufac- 
turing. In 1980, St. Lawrence County had 15 plants which employ- 
ed a hundred or more persons, and 34 plants which casploy^ twenty 
or more persons. Its agricultural base is much larger than aver- 
age in total products sold, even if slightly declining, with a 
1980 adjusted value of $77 million. 

Its service sector is large, with 74 percent of the 1980 
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is 
slightly above the average for other upstate rural counties, and 
is growing slowly. 

St. Lawrence County has several colleges within its borders, 
and about 28 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is average 
for comparable upstate rural counties. 

The county had an unemployattnt rate in 1980 of II percent, 
well above the average of other upstate counties. It had a very 
high poverty rate (18 percent), but an average rate of marital 
disruption (21 percent). 
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COUNTYs ST. LAWRENCE 
COUIHTY TYPES 4 
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Located In the center of upstate Mew York* a Southern Tier on 
the Southern Tier Bxpresswajr, Steuhen County is above average in 
size aaong ufiatate rural counties. Its population of nearly 
I00»000 people is heavily rural, with 67.8 percent living in 
places of less than twenty-five hundred people. Less than one- 
eighth (11.4 percent) of its work force coanute outside the 
county for eaployaent. 

Coming, on its eastern border, is its largest place, with a 
1980 population of nearly 13,000 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Steuben County lost about 250 people, 
but gained a net of over 4,200 adults between twenty-one and 
sixty-five years of age, and gained 4,400 households. Horeover, 
between 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew 
by about 2,700. 

The nanufacturing econoaic base is large an^ increasing 
slightly, with 35 percent of the 1980 work force in aanufactur- 
log. In 1980, Steuben County had 21 plants which employed a 
hundred or wore persons, and 41 plants which employed twenty or 
more persons. Its agricultural base is much larger than average 
In total products sold, but is declining slightly, with a 1980 
adjusted value of over $69.4 million. 

Its service sector is large, with about 60 iMircent of tte 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage, 
however, is somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate 
rural counties, and is unchanging. 

About 27 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had 
some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly 
below average for i-oaparable upstate rural counties. 

Steuben County had an unempl03raent rate in 1980 of 8.2 per- 
cent, about average for other upstate counties. It also had a 
slightly below-average poverty rate (13 percent), and an average 
rate of marital disruption (21 percent). 
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COUNTY: STEUBEN 
COUNTY TYPEi 4 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 
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POPULATION DATA BV AOE/SEX 
STEUBEN 
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Located on Che sotitlieni shores of Cayuga Lake la central 
upstate VkBM York, Toopklns County is an averaga-sls^ u|>state 
rural county. Its population of over 87 » 000 people is aloost 
evenly split hetween urhan and rural, with 49.3 perc«it living in 
places of More than tuentjr-five hundied people. Less tluui mie- 
tenth (6.0 percent) of its work force coonute outside tte county 
for osploynent. 

Ithaca is its largest city, with a 1980 population of just 
over 28,700 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Tooi^ns County gained 10,000 people, 
including a net of 9,500 adults between twenty^-ooe and sixty-five 
years of age, and gain^ over 6,800 hotisetolds. Moreover, be- 
tween 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew by 
9,200. 

The aanufacturing econibalc base is small though stable, with 
only 14 percent of the 1980 work force in aanufacturing. In 
1980, Toapklns County had 7 plants which eaployed a hundred or 
■ore persons, and 17 plants which eaployed twenty or aore. Its 
agricultural base is about average in total products sold, and 
increasing slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of $39.5 million. 

Its service sector is large, with 83 percent of the 1980 
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is 
much larger than the average for other upstate rural counties, 
and Is unchanging. 

Tompkins Coimty has several colleges within its borders, and 
51 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had acme 
college background In 1980. This percentsge is higher than the 
average for comparable upstate counties. 

The county's unemployment rate in 1980 was 4.7 percent, well 
below the average of other upstate counties. The county showed a 
relatively low poverty rate (11.7 percent), and an average rate 
of marital disruption (21 percent). 
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COUNTY: TOMPKINS 
COUNTY TYPE: 4 

TABLE TITLE 

OENOGRAPHY 
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Located on tho eastern banks of the Hudson River along the 
Thruway and extending into the Catsfcllls, Ulster County is above 
average in sise anong upstate rural cowities. Its population of 
158»(KX) people is heavily rural, tilth 63.2 percent living in 
places of less thmi twenty-five tamdred people* teas than one- 
fifth (18.5 percent) of its work force coosute outside the county 
for oBploynent. 

Kingston is its largest city, with a 1980 population of 
24,400 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Ulster County gained nearly 17,000 
people, including a net of 16,700 adults between twenty-one and 
sixty-five years of age, ai^ gained 12,300 households. Moreover, 
between 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people 
grew by 14,500. 

The oanufacturing econcmic base is Moderate though ^dining 
slightly, with 26 percent of the 1980 work force in nanufactur- 
Ing. In 1980, Ulster County had 16 plants whi^ eaployed a hun- 
dred or oore persons, and 59 plants which esployed twenty or wore 
persons. Its agricultural base is about average in total pro- 
ducts sold, though declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value 
of $42.8 million. 

Its service sector is large, with 71 percent of the 1980 
«fork force engaged in service industries. This percentage is 
about average for upstate rural counties, and is growing very 
slowly. 

About 32 percent of residents over twenty-five jrears of age 
had soae college background in 1980. This percentage is soaewhat 
above average for other conparable upstate rural counties. 

Ulster County had an unemployiMnt rate in 1980 of 7.7 per- 
cent, average for other upstate counties. It had an average 
poverty rate (13 percent), and an average rate of swrital dis- 
ruption (22 percent). 
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COUNTYs ULSTER 
COUNTY TYPE I 4 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 
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Located on the western shores of Lake George on Interstate 
87 in the eastern Adirondacks, Warren County Is snaller than 
average aaong ufMitate rural counties. Its population of over 
54,800 people is aore urban than rural, with 57*7 percent living 
in places of aore than twenty-five hundred people. Less than 
one-'fifth (17*2 percent) of its irarfc force coenute outside the 
county for osployBent. 

Glens Falls is its largest city, with a 1980 population of 
Just less than 15,900 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Warren County gained 5,400 people, 
including 4,800 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five years of 
age, and gained 4,000 households. Moreover, between 1970 and 
1980 tlm nuoiber of jobs held by its people grew by 3,500. 

The manufacturing econoaic base is ssall and declining 
slightly, with 22 percent of the 1980 work force in aanufactur- 
ing. In 1980, Warren County had 12 plants which eaployed a hun- 
dred or wore persons, and 27 plants which eaployed twenty or aore 
persons. Its agricultural base is auch saaller than average in 
total products sold, and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted 
value of Just over $900,000. 

Its service sector is large, with 77 percent of the 1980 
work force engaged in service industries* This percentage is 
sonewhat larger than tt^ average for other upstate rural coun- 
ties, and is growing slowly. 

About 31 percent of residents over twenty-five jrears of age 
had soae college background in 1980. This percentage is higher 
than the average for coaparable upstate rural counties. 

Warren County had a relatively high unoiployaent rate in 
1980 (11 percent), well above the average of other upstate coun- 
ties. It had an average poverty rate (14 percent), and a slight- 
ly above average rate of aarital disruption (22.8 percent). 
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COUNTY: WARP EN 
CCUNTY TYPE: 4 

TABLE TITLE 

0EN06RAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GPOUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65^ 

7 % NONWHITE 
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Located on the rural and hilly eastern banks of the Hudson 
River Just south of Albany along the Taconlc Parkway, Coluabla 
County is below average in sixe aaong upstate rural counties. 
Its population of nearly 60,000 people is heavily rural, with 
86.6 percent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred 
people* Alaost one-quarter (23.5 percent) of its work force 
coMBute outside the coimty for aaploynent. 

Hudson is its largest plaoe, with a 1980 poimlation of near- 
ly 8,000 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Coluabla County gained 8,000 people. 
Including a net of 5,900 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five 
years of age , and gained 5,000 households. Moreover, between 
1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew by 
5,400. 

The wanufacturing economic base is small and declining, with 
only 20 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In 
1980, Columbia County had 9 plants which osployed a hundred or 
more persons, and 31 plants which i»ployed twenty or more per- 
sons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in total 
products sold, although declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted 
value of over $51.5 million. 

Its service sector is large, with over 74 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
is somewhat larger than the average for upstate rural counties, 
and growing. 

Twenty-eight percent of people over twenty-five years of age 
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is average 
among comparable upstate rural counties. 

Columbia County had an uneaployment rate In 1980 of 7.1 per- 
cent, below the average of other upstate counties. It had an 
average poverty rate (14 percent), and a slightly above-average 
rate of marital disruption (23 percent). 
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COUNTY: C0LUH6U 
COUNTY TYPEj 5 

TABLE TI TLE 

OENOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 
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Located Just south of Altony 9a the Thruway and along the 
western haaka of tte ftidson River, Greene County is snalXer than 
average mong upstate rural cotmtle^ Its population of only 
40,800 people Is heavily rural, with 81^6 percent living In plac> 
es of .less than npentyflve Inindred plsople. Over one^uarter 
(27.5 percent) of Its work force coannite outside the county for 
eaploynent. 

Catsfclll Is Its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
Just over 4,700 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Greene County gained 7,700 people, 
including 3,600 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five years of 
age, and gained 4,1(X) touselMlds* Moreover, between 1970 and 
1980 the nuidwr of Jobs held by Its people grew by 3,700. 

The manufacturing econonlc base Is snail tlMugh stable, with 
21 percent of the 1980 work force In aanufacturlng. in 1980, 
Greene County had 7 plants which raaployed a hundred or more per- 
sons, and 19 plants which esployed twenty or nore persons. Its 
agricultural base Is auch snaller than average In total products 
sold, and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted valitt of Just 
over $11.3 million. 

Its service sector is large, with over 76 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
is slightly larger than the average for upstate rural counties. 

About 22 percent of residents over twenty-five ye^s of age 
had some college background In 1980, a percentage so^vhat lower 
than tte average for comparable upstate rural counties. 

Greene County's unemployment rate in 1980 was a relatively 
high 10.3 percent, atove the average for other upstate counties. 
The county had a comparatively high poverty rate (16 percent), 
and a comparatively high rare of marital disruption (25 percent)* 
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COUNTVs GREENE 
COUIfTY TYPC: 5 
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Located in the niddle of the Adirondack Park, Haailtoo Comi- 
ty is Hew York* 8 raalleat county. Its population of only 5,034 
people is entiraly ntfal* Mo om lives in placea of aore than 
twenty-five hundred people. Alnost one-quarter (23 percent) of 
its work force coomte outside the count 3f for enploynent . 

Speculator is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
Just 408 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Hamilton County did gain about 320 
people, including a net of over 330 adults between twenty-one and 
sixtyfive years of age, and gained 300 households. Moreover, 
between 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew 
by 200. 

Largely due to coaanting, nanufacturing eaployaent for Lue 
county's work force is about average and increasing slightly, 
with 25 percent of the 1980 work force Mployed in Bsnufactur- 
ing. In 1980, there were no plants within Maailtoa County which 
eaployed a hundred or aore perscms, a«l <mly 1 plant which ea- 
ployed twenty or aore. The county also haa no aanifest agricul- 
tural base, since it has no official record of products sold in 
1980. 

a 

Tim county's service sector is very large— alwist 79 percent 
of the 1980 work force was engaged in service industries. This 
percentage is soaewhat larger than tta average for other testate 
rural counties, and is relatively stable. 

About 28 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had gone college background in 1980. This percentage is average 
for coaparable upstate rural counties. 

Haailton County's uneaployaent rate in 1980 was very high 
(19 percent), well above thm average of other ufwtate counties. 
The co<mty had a slightly above-average poverty rate (15 per- 
cent), relative to coaparable counties, but a below average rate 
of aarltal disruption (18 percent). 
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county: HAMILTON 
COUNTY TYPE: 5 
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Located Just east of Utlca and Oneida County on u{>6tate Heir 
York's Thruvayt tmt irlth part of its area extending well into the 
Adirondack Park region, terkiner County is just belov average in 
sise aQK>ng rural counties* Its population of 66,700 people Is 
evenly divided between urban and rural , ifith 49«1 percent living 
in places of «ore than twentyf ive hundred people « Over one- 
quarter (27*6 percent) of its nork force conute outside the 
county for employKnt* 

Ilion is its largest place , irith a 1980 iK>pulation of Juat 
over 9p^00 people* 

Between 1970 and 1980 Herkioer County lost about 1,000 peo- 
ple, but gained a net of 1,5(X) adults betffeen twenty-one and 
sixty-five years of age, and gained 2,200 households* Moreover, 
between 1970 and 1980 the nuober of jolm held by its people grew 
by 600* 

The manufacturing econonic base is comparatively large, even 
if declining y with 36 percent of the 1980 work force in manufac- 
turing* In 1980, Herkimer County had 12 plants which employed a 
hundred or more persons, and 33 plants irtiich employed twenty or 
more persons* Its agricultural base is about average in total 
products sold, even if declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted 
value of over $45*3 million* 

Its service sector is large, with alm>st 59 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries* This percentage 
Is soiMwhat smaller than the average for other upstate rural 
counties, but is growing* 

About 23 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had 
some college backgroimd in 1980* This percentage is scMsewhat 
lowr than the average for comparable upstate rural counties* 

Herkimer County's unemplojrn^nt rate in 1980 was 8*4 percent, 
about average for other upstate counties* The county showed an 
average poverty rate (14 percent), and an average rate of o^rltal 
disruption (21*3 percent)* 
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county: HERKIMER 
COUNTY TYOE: 5 
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Located Just south of Rochester on Interstate 390 (which 
connects to upstate New York's Thniway to the north and to the 
south with the Southern Tier Expressway), Livingston County is a 
saaller-than-average upstate rural county. Its population of 
Just over 57,000 people is heavily rural, with 68.8 percent liv- 
ing in places of less than twenty-five hundred people. Moras t 
one-third (30 percent) of its work force comute outside the 
county for eaploynent. 

Geneseo is its largest place, with a 19R0 population of 
about 6,750 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Livingston County gained about 3,000 
people, including a net of nearly 3,600 adults between twenty-one 
and sixty-five years of age, and gained 3,200 households. More- 
over, between 1970 and 1980 the nusber of Jobs held by its people 
grew by 3,400. 

The nanufacturing economic base is about average and in- 
creasing slightly, with 26 percent of the 1980 work force in 
■anufacturing. In 1980, Livingston County had 11 plants which 
enployed a hundred or wore persons, and 25 plants which enployed 
twenty or nore persons. Its agricultural base is larger than 
average in total products sold, and increasing, with a 1980 
adjusted value of over $54.2 Billion. 

Its service sector is large, with over 68 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
Is slightly alK>ve the average for comparable upstate rural coun- 
ties, and stable. 

The county has a state college within its borders, and about 
29 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had B<me 
college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly above 
average for other coaparable upstate rural counties. 

Livingston County's uneiaployaent rate in 1980 was 6.9 per- 
cent, slightly below the average of other upstate counties. The 
county also had a coaparatively low poverty rate (10 percent), 
and an average rate of marital disruption (19.8 percent). 
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COUNTY! LIVINGSTON 
COUNTY TYPE: 5 



TABLE TITLE 1950 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 40 f 257 

2 POP DENSITY 63 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 10 ,630 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 21*269 

5 PERCENT 21-65 52.8 

6 PERCENT 65* 10.9 

7 % NONMHITE 1*6 

INDUSTRY 

8 N EMPLOYED 13.742 

9 % EMPLOYED 21-65 64.6 

10 X FEMALES WORKING 26.7 

11 % TERTIARY IND. 55.8 

12 % RETAIL f WHOLES. 14.1 

13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 3.0 

14 % EDUCATION 5.7 

15 f HEALTH SERVICE 7.4 

16 % FINtlNStREAL EST. 1.5 

17 X MANAG. -PROFESS. 17.1 

18 % SECONDARY IND. 

19 N MFG.t 20^ EMPLS. 20 

20 N MFG.t 100* EMPLS. 9 

21 % PRIMARY IND. 21.6 

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 80.0 

23 N FARMS lf835 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 32,552 

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 49,569 

SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 NED. FAM. INCOME 2,914 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 10,053 

28 X SOME COLLEGE 15.0 

29 X UNEMPLOYED 6.8 

30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 28.4 

31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 16.8 

PERSONAL MELL-BEING 

32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 61.4 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 26.5 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 12.4 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 

36 X DISRUPTED MAPRGS. 13.1 



1960 


1970 


1980 


44,053 


54,041 


57,006 


69 


85 


90 


11 ,967 


15,088 


18,252 


21 ,762 


26,372 


29,920 


49.4 


48.8 


52.5 


11 .1 


9.6 


10.5 


2.1 


2.3 


1.9 


15,612 


20,775 


24,189 


71.7 


78.8 


80.8 


34.1 


39.6 


43.8 


58.0 


67.5 


67.6 


14.9 


17.3 


17.4 


3.0 


3.7 


4.3 


7.9 


15.6 


15.2 


4.8 


8.6 


9.3 


2.2 


1.7 


2.5 


17.3 


20.9 


20.8 


27.7 


24.2 


26.0 


24 


26 


25 


10 


11 


11 


14.2 


8.3 


6.4 


70.6 


61.0 


60.5 


1,302 


1,038 


837 


28,727 


24,821 


24,617 


50,342 


51,740 


54,207 


5,607 


10,520 


19,596 


15,812 


23,670 


22,339 


15.0 


21.3 


29.4 


4.3 


3.3 


6.9 


18.2 


9.8 


10.3 


11.9 


21.4 


19.6 


75.5 


95.9 


96.8 


18.8 


15.5 


10.9 


9.1 


11.1 


10.5 


2.3 


1.9 


1.8 


15.0 


18.1 


19.8 
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Located on Che ebores of Lake Ontario between Bochester and 
Niagara Palls, north of the Thruway in upstate Nev York's north- 
west perinetert Orleans County is auch soaller than the average 
aaong rural counties. Its pofnaation of 38,500 people is heavily 
rural, with 70-7 percent living in places of less than twenty- 
five hundred people* Over one-third (34.8 percent) of its work 
force coBSBute outside the county for esployaent. 

Medina is its largest place, with a 1980 population of Just 
less than 6,400 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Orleans County gained about 1,100 peo- 
ple, including a net of over 2,200 adults between twenty-one and 
sixty-five years of age, and gain^ 1,600 households. Iforeover, 
between 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew 
by 2,200. 

Largely due to coasuting, the oanufacturing econoeic base is 
cooparatively large and reasonably stable, with 38 percent of the 
1980 work force in eanufacturing. In 1980, Orleans County had 
only 4 plants which eaployed a hundred or sore persons, and 16 
plants which employed twenty or eore persona. Its agricultural 
base is slightly larger than average in total products sold and 
Increasing, with a 1980 adjusted value of Just less than $51.5 
million. 

Over 56 percent of the 1980 work force was engaged in ser- 
vice industries. This percentage is sooewhat sealler than the 
average for upstate rural counties, but it is growing slowly. 

About 22 percent of {Mople over twenty-five years of age had 
sone college background in 1980, a percentage aoaewhat lower than 
the average for conparable upstate rural counties. 

Orleans County's uneaployaent rate in 1980 was 8.3 percent, 
about average for other upstate counties. The county had a c(m~ 
paratively low poverty rate (11 percent), and a coapsratively low 
rate of narital disruption (18.9 percent). 



o 

ERIC 



349 



county: ORLEANS 
COUNTY TYPE; 5 

TABLE TITLE 

DENC6RAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 % NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 



8 


N 


EMPLOYED 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


% 


FEMALES WORKING 


11 


% 


TERTIARY INO. 


12 


% 


RETAILf WHOLES. 


13 


% 


PUBL. AOMIN. 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 


16 


% 


FINtlNSfREAL EST. 


17 


% 


MANAG. -PROFESS. 


18 


% 


SECONDARY IND. 


19 


N 


MFG.v 20* EMPLS. 


20 


N 


NFG.v 100> EMPLS. 


21 


% 


PRIMARY IND. 


22 


% 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


ADJ. ^KT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MEO. FAM. INCOME 

27 ADJ MEO. FAM. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

33 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL HELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 



195C 


1960 


1970 


1980 


29,832 


34,159 


37,305 


38,496 


75 


86 


94 


97 


8r937 


10,106 


11*320 


12,976 


15,903 


16,704 


17,944 


20,120 


53.3 


48.9 


48.1 


52.3 


12.1 


12.2 


13.9 


12.1 


1.1 


4.4 


5.5 


6.3 


10,926 


12,492 


13,945 


16,140 


68.7 


74.8 


77.7 


80.2 


25.1 


30.5 


37.3 


41.0 


45.6 


49.8 


53.5 


55.5 


14.5 


14.2 


15.6 


15.9 


3.5 


3.7 


3.8 


5.3 


3.8 


5.3 


8.8 


9.6 


1.9 


1.4 


4.6 


6.6 


1.4 


1.7 


2.1 


2.6 


13.2 


13.8 


14.9 


14.6 


31.7 


37.9 


38.7 


37.6 


21 


20 


16 


16 


6 


4 


6 


4 


22.7 


12.2 


7.8 


6.9 


79.4 


69.3 


65.6 


64.1 


1,878 


1,259 


928 


709 


2'), 167 


17,602 


16,662 


16,281 


35,886 


43,464 


49,352 


51 ,494 


2,851 


5,608 


10,119 


20,356 


9,836 


15,815 


22,768 


23,206 


11.3 


11.3 


14.9 


22.1 


5.9 


6.8 


5.9 


8.3 


29.1 


18.5 


ll.l 


11.2 


13.3 


12.9 


20.3 


21.8 


53.3 


66.7 


93.0 


96.3 


17.9 


24.3 


17.0 


8.1 


13.4 


2.9 


10.7 


10.4 


0.0 


0.0 


2.7 


0.0 


13.1 


14.9 


18.2 


18.9 
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Located Just north of New York City and south of Dutchess 
County, on the eastern shore of the Hudson River, Putnaia County 
Is slightly above average In size among rural counties. Its 
population of 77,100 people Is ©ore rural than urban, with 57^7 
percent living In places of twenty-five hundred people or less* 
It has the highest comutlng rate in the state, with over one- 
half (56*5 percent) of Its work force engaged In work outside the 
rounty. 

Mahopac Is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
nearly 7,700 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Putnam County gained almost 20,300 
people, including 14,200 adults between twenty--one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained 8,400 households • Moreover, l^tween 
1970 and 1980 the number of Jobs held by Its people grew by 
14,000. 

The manufacturing economic base Is comparatively small 
though stable, with only 19 percent of the 1980 work force In 
manufacturing. In 1980, Putnam County had only I plant which 
employed a hundred or more persons, and only 9 plants which erc-- 
ployed twenty or more persons. It has a very small — and declin- 
ing — agricultural base, with a 1980 adjusted value of total prod- 
vu ts sold of slightly more than $2 million. 

The county's service sector is large, with over 80 percent 
of the 1980 work force engaged in service Industries. This per-- 
rentage is considerably higher than the average for upstate rural 
counties, and growing slowly. 

About i6 percent of residents over Lwenty-flve years of age 
tiad sorat* college background in 1980, n percentage somewhat higher 
tlian the average for comparable upstattf rural counties. 

Pnf nam County' 8 unemployment rate in 1980 was a relat Ivel y 
low percent, well below the average of other upstate counties. 
The county nlno had a comparatively low poverty rate of 6 per- 
^Mi: , anc{ ;i rn.irltal disrtiptliin rat^^ of only I^ percent. 
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county: PUTNAM 
COUNTY TYPE 5 5 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 % NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 



8 


N 


EMPLOYED 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


% 


FEMALES WORKING 


11 


% 


TERTIARY IND. 


12 


% 


RETAILf WHOLES. 


13 


% 


PUBL. ADMIN. 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 


16 


% 


FIN»INSfREAL EST. 


17 


% 


MANAG. -PROFESS. 


18 


% 


SECONDARY IND. 


19 


N 


MFG., 20* EMPLS. 


20 


N 


MFG., 130* EMPLS. 


21 


% 


PRIMARY IND. 


22 


% 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 

28 t SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 t FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 



1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


:0,3C7 


31,722 


56,696 


77,193 


88 


137 


245 


334 


6,066 


9,287 


15,995 


24,368 


1,482 


16,622 


27,668 


41,855 


56.5 


52.4 


48.8 


54.2 


10.7 


9.9 


8.8 


9.5 


0.5 


0.5 


0.6 


1.2 


7,458 


11 ,822 


23,140 


34,083 


65.0 


71 .1 


72.8 


81.4 


23.5 


29.2 


32.3 


39.8 


79.5 


76* 3 


79.3 


80.2 


16.4 


15.8 


17.9 


20.6 


4.1 


3.7 


5.6 


5.5 


5.1 


6.3 


9.2 


10.3 


3.4 


2.6 


5.8 


7.7 


4.1 


4.0 


4.3 


6.3 


27.3 


25.4 


30 .7 


27.9 


12.9 


18.7 


19.4 


18.9 


6 


8 


12 


9 


1 


2 


3 


1 


7.6 


3.0 


1.3 


0.9 


28.5 


17.5 


9.4 


5.6 


319 


156 


69 


58 


4,221 


2,592 


1,392 


829 


7, 323 


5,245 


3,051 


2,057 


3, 339 


6,539 


11,996 


26,305 


1 1 520 


18,440 


26, 991 


29,988 


16.1 


16.1 


26.8 


36.4 


3.5 


4.4 


2.4 


5.1 


25.1 


11.3 


8.8 


5.7 


24.3 


16.9 


33.4 


38.7 


84.1 


85.9 


98.6 


98.6 


24.9 


21.2 


18.8 


6.1 


4.9 


22.1 


10.6 


10.4 


0.0 


3.2 


0.0 


5.2 


12.9 


12.4 


14.0 


14.9 
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scaoHARiE oocnmr 



Located just west of Albany on Interstate 88, and Just south 
of New York's Thruway, Schoharie County Is well below average In 
size aaong upstate rural counties. Its population of 29,700 peo- 
ple Is heavily rural, with 82.2 percent living in places of less 
than twenty-five hundred people. Alnost one-third (29.5 fwrcent) 
of its work force coonute outside the county for eaploynent. 

Cobleskill is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
nearly 5,300 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Schoharie County gained about 5,000 
people, including 3,300 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained 2,400 households. Moreover, between 
1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew by 
1,700. 

The manufacturing econooic base is coaparatively small, 
though increasing slightly, with 20 percent of the 1980 work 
force in manufacturing. In 1980, Schoharie County had only 1 
plant which employed a hundred or more persons, and 7 plants 
which employed twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is 
slightly smaller than average in total products sold, and declin- 
ing slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of about $32.5 million. 

Its service sector is large, with over 71 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
Is about average for upstate rural counties, and is relatively 
stable. 

Only 24 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat 
lower than average for comparable upstate rural counties. 

Schoharie County's uneaployment rate in 1980 was a relative- 
ly high 11 percent, well above the average of other upstate coun- 
ties. The county had a ccmparatlvely high poverty rate (17 per- 
cent), but an average rate of marital disruption (20 percent). 
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COUNTY: SCHOHARIE 
COUNTY TYPE: 5 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 % NONMHITE 

INDUSTRY 



8 


N 


EMPLOYED 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


% 


FEMALES WORKING 


11 


% 


TERTIARY IND. 


12 


% 


RETAIL, WHOLES. 


13 


% 


PUBL. ADMIN. 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 


16 


% 


FIN,INS,REAL EST. 


17 


% 


MANAG. -PROFESS. 


18 


t 


SECONDARY IND. 


19 


N 


MFG., 2»+ EMPLS. 


20 


N 


MFG., 100* EMPLS. 


21 


% 


PRIMARY IND. 


22 


Z 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 

27 AOJ MED. FAM. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 t FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL HELL-BEING 

32 % HSES M. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PEP CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 i DISRUPTED MARRGS. 



1950 


1960 


22,703 


22,616 


37 


37 


6,596 


6,576 


llt585 


19,878 


51.0 


48. 1 


12.2 


13.1 


0.5 


0.4 


8,589 


7,673 


74.1 


73.5 


24.0 


28*5 


50.8 


61. 1 


13.7 


14.8 


5.2 


6.2 


4.4 


7.5 


1.1 


1.2 


1.9 


1.9 


12.8 


15.6 


16.8 


15.6 


9 


10 


2 


1 


32.4 


23.3 


72.3 


57.8 


1,940 


1,168 


28,631 


22,889 


38,781 


32,062 


2,549 


4,592 


8,794 


12,949 


13.5 


13.5 


4.4 


8.1 


37.5 


27.9 


14.4 


7.8 


52.1 


63.3 


30.3 


32.4 


17.6 


22.1 


0.0 


0.0 


13.2 


15.2 



1970 


1980 


24,750 


29,710 


40 


48 


7,268 


9,677 


11,261 


14,568 


45.5 


49.0 


13. 1 


13.0 


0.7 


1.7 


8,940 


10,668 


79.4 


73.2 


34.8 


40.4 


71.7 


70.7 


16.7 


18.9 


6.2 


6.8 


11.0 


14.3 


4.8 


6.5 


2.5 


2.7 


16.7 


18.6 


17.5 


19.6 


10 


7 


3 


1 


10.8 


9.7 


43.3 


42.4 


774 


669 


17,147 


16,790 


36,281 


32,518 


8,278 


15,982 


18,626 


18,220 


17.8 


24.3 


2.9 


10.7 


18.0 


16.5 


13.4 


11.2 


92.4 


95.5 


19.8 


6.9 


20.2 


16.8 


O.D 


0.0 


19.3 


19.9 
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POPULATION DATA BY ASe/SCX 
SCHOHARIE 
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Located on the southern shores of Seneca Lake Just north of 
Blaira and the Southern Tier Expressway In upstate New York, 
Schuyler County Is ouch sisaller than average aaong rural coun- 
ties. Its population of Just less than 17,700 people Is entirely 
rural, with all Its people living in places of less than twenty- 
five hundred people. Over two-fifths (42.9 percent) of its work 
force comiute outside the county for eaployaent, the fourth high- 
est cootuting rate anong upstate counties. 

Watkins Glen is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
Just over 2,000 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Schuyler County gained about 950 peo- 
ple, including a net of over 1,150 adults between twenty-one and 
sixty-five years of age, and gained alwost 1,000 households. 
Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its 
people grew by 820. 

Due lar^'^ly to coonuting, the aanufacturing economic base is 
comparatively large, even if declining slightly, with 31 percent 
of the 1980 work force in aanufacturing. In 1980, Schuyler Coun- 
ty had 4 plants which employed a hundred or nore persons, and 6 
which employed twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base Is 
much smaller than average in total products sold, and declining 
slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of Just over $12.7 million. 

Its service sector is large, %ritb over 61 percent of the 

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 

is somewhat smaller than the average for upstate rural counties, 
but is growing slowly. 

Only about 24 percent of residents over twenty-five years 
of age had some college background in 1980. This percentage Is 
somewhat lower than the average for comparable upstate rural 
counties. 

Schuyler County's unemployment rate In 1980 was 9.2 percent, 
slightly above the average for other upstate counties. The coun- 
ty had a poverty rate which %»a8 about average (13 percent), «nd a 
below-average rate of marital disruption (18 percent). 
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COUNTY: SCHUYtE« 
CCUNTY TYPES 5 

TABLE TI TLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 % NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 



8 


N 


EMPLOYED 


9 


f 


EMPLOYED 21-65 


10 


% 


FEMALES WORKING 


11 


% 


TERTIARY IND. 


12 


% 


RETAILt WHOLES. 


13 


% 


PUBL. ADMIN. 


14 


% 


EDUCATION 


15 


% 


HEALTH SERVICE 


16 


t 


FIN,INS,REAL EST. 


17 


% 


HANAG. -PROFESS. 


18 


% 


SECONDARY IND. 


19 


N 


MFG.t 204- EMPLS. 


20 


N 


MFG.» 100* EMPLS. 


21 


% 


PRIMARY IND. 


22 


t 


LAND IN AGRIC. 


23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAN, INCOME 

27 ADJ MEO. FAM* INC. 

28 X SOM? COLLEGE 

29 i UNEMPLOYED 

30 X FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 



1950 


I960 


1970 


1980 
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15*044 


16*737 


17*686 


43 


46 


51 


54 


4*101 


4*408 


5*073 


6*038 


7f 206 


7*086 


8*034 


9*190 


50.8 


47.1 


48.0 
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12. 1 
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0.5 


0.7 


0.8 
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22.6 
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5.2 
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1.7 


2.7 
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15.8 


16.1 


27.1 


34.6 


32.5 


31.0 


6 


6 


7 


6 


4 


4 


3 


4 


21.5 


12.2 


8.4 


7.8 


67.6 


54.5 


41.5 


37.8 


1* 118 


675 


482 


444 


14*198 


11*447 


8*716 


7,939 


12* 847 


11*920 


14*034 


12*728 


2*468 


5*041 


8*394 


16*719 
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14*216 


18*887 


19*060 


11.9 


11.9 
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24.0 


6.2 


4.4 


4.7 


9.2 


36.5 


18.2 


13.2 


13.4 


6.5 


7.9 


12.5 


10. 1 


49.0 


65.7 


93.1 


96.0 


19.6 


19.3 


18.3 


7.3 


7.1 


26.6 


6.0 


5.7 


7.1 


0.0 


6.0 


5.7 


13.0 


14.4 


18.5 


lb.7 
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POPULATION DATA BV ASE/aeX 
8CHUVUER 
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POPULATION PVHAMID CHART • SCHUYLER 
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Located betiieeo Seneca and Cayuga Lakes, with upstate New 
York's Thruway along Its northern section, Seneca County is 
smaller than the average-sised rural county. Its population of 
over 33,700 people is nostly rural, with 62.1 percent living la 
places of less than twenty-five hundred people. Almost one- 
quarter (23.6 percent) of Its work force coMsute outside the 
county for eaplosraent. 

Seneca Falls is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
Just less than 7,500 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Seneca County lost about 4,300 people, 
one of the highest losses in rural upstate New York, but gained a 
net of 500 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five years of age, 
and gained aliaost 1,600 households. Moreover, between 1970 and 
1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew by aloost 2,000. 

The aanufacturlng econoaic base is comparatively large and 
Increasing slightly, with 29 percent of the 1980 work force In 
manufacturing. In 1980, Seneca County had 6 plants which eaploy- 
ed a hundred or aore persons, and 12 plants which eaployed twenty 
or more persons. Its agricultural base Is smaller than average 
in total products sold, though increasing slightly, with a 1980 
adjusted value of nearly $23.9 million. 

Its service sector Is large, with over 66 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
Is slightly smaller than the average for upstate rural counties, 
and is declining slowi 

About 27 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had some college background In 1980. This percentage Is about 
average for ccmparable upstate rural counties. 

Seneca County's unemployment rate in 1980 was a relatively 
low 6.6 percent, below the average of other upstate counties. 
The county had a slightly below-average poverty rate (11 per- 
cent), and an average marital disruption rate (20.8 percent). 
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COUNTY: SENECA 
COUNTY TYPE: 5 



TABLE TITLE • 1950 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 29,253 

2 POP DENSITY 88 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 7,427 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 14,737 

5 PERCENT 21-65 50.4 

6 PERCENT 65+ 16.1 

7 % NONWHITE 0.8 

INDUSTRY 

N EHPLOYEO 9,695 

X EMPLOYED 21-65 65.8 

i' t FEMALES WORKING 27.7 

1 % TERTIARY IND. 56.4 

12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 12.6 

13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 7.0 

14 % EDUCATION 3.4 

15 % HEALTH SERVICE 11.3 

16 Z FIN,INS,PEAL EST. 1.9 

17 % MANAG. -PROFESS. 16.5 

18 % SECONDARY IND. 28.6 

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 16 

20 N MFG., 100* EMPLS. 6 

21 % PRIMARY IND. 15.0 

22 t LAND IN AGRIC. 72.7 

23 N FARMS 1,275 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 15,399 

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 20,740 

socirecoNOMic 

26 MED. FAM, INCOME 3,122 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 10,771 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 10.5 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 4.2 

30 « FAMS. IN POVERTY 25.0 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 17,8 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

3? i HSES W. PLUMBG 61. »j 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 25,7 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. l 3. 7 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. Q.C 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 15.8 
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TIOGA oomm 



Located just west of Binghamton and Broome County on New 
York's Southern Tier Expressway, Tioga County Is slightly above 
average In size am>ng upstate rural counties* Its population of 
49,800 people Is heavily rural, with 72 percent living in places 
of less than twenty-five hundred people. Over one-third (36.9 
percent) of its work force conmute outside the county for employ- 
ment • 

Waverly is its largest place, with a 1980 population of Just 
over 4,700 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Tioga County gained 3,300 people, in- 
cluding a net of 4,200 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained almost 3,200 households. Moreover, 
between 1970 and 1980 the number of Jobs held by its people grew 
by 4,300. 

Largely due to commuting, the manufacturing economic base Is 
relatively large and stable, with 41 percent of the 1980 work 
force in manufacturing. In 1980, Tioga County had 5 plants which 
employed a hundred or more persons, and 17 plants which employed 
twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is smaller than 
average in total products sold, and declining slightly, with a 
1980 adjusted value of just over $31.2 million. 

Over b5 percent of Its 1980 work force was engaged in ser- 
vice Industries. This percentage is somewhat smaller than the 
average for upstate rural counties, but is growing slowly. 

About 29 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had 
some college background in 1980. This percentage is about aver-- 
age for comparable upstate rural counties. 

Tioga County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 7 percent, be- 
low average for other upstate counties* The county had a compar-- 
atlvely low poverty rate (12 percent), and comparatively low 
rate nf msrital disruption (17 percent)* 



county: TIJGA 
COUNTY TYPE: 5 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 
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SOCIOECONOMIC 
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27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 
2a % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 t FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 
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POPULATION DATA BV ABC/SEX 
TIOOA 
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UASHIMGTINi OOONTT 



Located east of Saratoga County, on the eastern shores of 
the upper Hudson River and Lake George In upstate Nev York, Wash- 
ington County is larger than the average-sized rural county. Its 
population of nearly 54,800 people is very rural, i^ith 61.3 per- 
cent living in places of less than tvpenty-five hundred people. 
Over one-quarter (28.3 percent) of its work force comute outside 
the county for eaployment. 

Hudson Falls is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
just over 7,400 people* 

Between 1970 and 1980 Washington County gained about 2,000 
people, including a net of over 3,600 adults beti^en twenty--one 
and sixty-five years of age, and gained 2,500 households. More- 
over, between 1970 and 1980 tne number of jobs held by its people 
grew by 2,500. 

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively large, even 
if declining slightly, with 31 percent of the 1980 work force In 
manufacturing. In 1980, Washington County had 13 plants which 
employed a pumred or more persons, and 29 plants which ^ployed 
twenty or tore i>^sons. Its agricultural base is larger than 
average inn total p^wlucts sold and incre i>iing, with a 1980 ad^ 
justed value of over $64.4 million. 

Its service sector is large, with ovt'r 61 percent of the 
I960 work force engaged in servrlce industries. This percentage 
Is somewhat smaller than the average for upstatt^ rural counties- 
but is growing slowly. 

Only about 24 percent of residents over twenty-tive years of 
a«t' had some college background in 1980. This percentage is 
^onH?what lower than the average for comparable upstate ruril 

Washingtcm County's uaemployroent rate In 1980 was H.7 per- 
^ tMit , >;l ight: ly above average for ot her comparable tipstate anm- 
tli>s. The count V had an average poverty rate (14 percent ), and 
i, r.i^-e XHlt* ot mnrirai dt^^r.iptlon (?0 perrerit). 
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COUNTY: WASHINGTON 
COUNTY TYPES 5 



TABLE TITLE 1950 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 47,144 

2 OOP DENSITY 56 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 13,;.72 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 24,807 

5 PERCENT 21-65 52.6 

6 PERCENT 65* 11.4 

7 % NONWHITE 1.1 

INDUSTRY 

8 N EMPLOYED 17,131 

9 t EMPLOYED 21-65 69.1 

10 % FEMALES WORKING 26.9 

11 % TERTIARY IND. 49.3 

12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 14.2 

13 % PUBL. AOMIN. 3.8 

14 % EDUCATION 3.5 

15 % HEALTH SERVICE 2.3 

16 % FIN, INS, REAL EST. 2.3 

17 % MANAG. -PROFESS. 13.4 

18 % SECONDARY IND. 31.0 

19 N MFG., 20* EMPLS. 32 

20 N MFG., 100* EMPLS. 11 

21 % PRIMARY IND. 19.7 

22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 71.9 

23 N FA'? MS 2,349 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 38,511 

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 43,647 

SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MEO. FAM. INCOME 2,783 

27 AOJ MEO. FAM. INC. 9,601 

28 X SOME COLLEGE 10.6 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 4.3 

30 i; FAMS. IN POVERTY 31.0 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 14.0 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

37 Z HSES W. PLUM8G 59.5 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 28.7 

3^ SUICIDES PER CAP. 10.6 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0,0 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.1 



1960 


1970 


1980 


48,476 


52,72 5 


54,795 


58 


63 


66 


13,823 


15,314 


17,887 


23,268 


24,781 


28,377 


48.0 


47*0 


51*8 


12. 1 


11.3 


12.5 


1.2 


1.6 


2.5 


17,205 


18,344 


20,867 


73.9 


74.0 


73.5 


32.5 


37.2 


41.0 


52.4 


57.0 


61.3 


15.6 


14.9 


18.2 


4.4 


5.9 


6.6 


5.7 


7.6 


9.5 


1.7 


5.2 


7.3 


3.0 


2.T 


3.2 


15.3 


16.1 


16.2 


34.4 


34.9 


30.5 


29 


30 


29 


13 


12 


13 


13.2 


8.1 


8.2 


65.5 


50.0 


48.3 


1,625 


1,038 


932 


35,083 


26,781 


25,870 


48,815 


59,149 


64,416 


5, 106 


8,668 


17,104 


14,399 


19,503 


19,499 


10.6 


17.5 


23.5 


5.4 


3. 7 


8.7 


22.0 


13.7 


13.5 


9.4 


13.0 


12.4 


64.9 


94.9 


95.4 


21 .5 


14.7 


10.9 


12.4 


9.5 


10.9 


3.0 


0.0 


0.0 


16.1 


19.5 


20.3 



374 



POPLH-ATION DATA BY OBE/^EX 
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CXXIHTY 



Located Just east of Buffalo and Erie County , and i#ell south 
of the Thruway, Wyooilng County Is smaller than the average-sized 
rural county* Its population of nearly 39,900 people Is heavily 
rural » with 73.8 percent living in places of less than tf#enty- 
five hundred people* Over one-quarter (28.3 percent) of its work 
force ccHamute outside the county for ^ploynent. 

Perry is its largest place » with a 1980 population of Just 
under 4,200 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Ityo&ing County gained about 2,200 peo- 
ple, including a net of 2,700 adults between twenty^one and 
sixty-five years of age, and gained 2,100 tK>useholds« Moreover, 
between 1970 and 1980 the number of Jobs held by its people grew 
by 2,000. 

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively large ^ 
although declining slightly, with 29 percent of the 1980 work 
force in manufacturing. In 1980^ Wyoming County had 10 plants 
which employed a hundred or more persons, and 22 plants which 
employed twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is larger 
than average in total products sold and increasing, with a 1980 
adjusted value of over $71 million. 

Its service sector is large, with over 60 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 
is somewhat smaller than the average for upstate rural counties, 
hut Is growing slowly. 

Only about 23 percent of residents over twenty-five years 
of age had some college background in 1980. This percentage is 
somewhat lower than the average for comparable upstate rural 
count les. 

Wyoming County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 11 percent » 
well alwve the average for other upstate counties. The county 
had a slightly above-average poverty rate (13 percent) , but a 
fiUp^hfly h<"tow^«verage rate of marital disruption (19 percent)* 
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COUNTY: WYOMING 
CCUNTY TYPES 5 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 
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6 PERCENT 65+ 
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TAXBS OOOHTT 



Located on the northern stores of Keuka Lake between Seneca 
and Canandaigua Lakes In upstate Mew York's Finger Lakes Eleglon, 
Yates County is otuch snaller than the average-sized rural coun- 
ty. Its population of 21,450 people Is heavily rural, «ilth 75.6 
percent living In places of less than twenty-five hundred peo- 
ple. Over one-quarter (25.8 percent) of Its work force coanute 
outside the county for enployment. 

Penn Yan Is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
just over 5,200 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Yates County gained 1,600 people, in- 
cluding a net of 1,800 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained 1,700 households. Moreover, between 
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by 
1,370. 

The aanufacturing econoaic base is comparatively small and 
declining slightly, with 20 percent of the 1980 work force in 
manufacturing. In 1980, Yates County had only 2 plants which 
employed a hundred or nore persons, and 8 plants which anployed 
twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is smaller than 
average in total products sold, though slightly Increasing, with 
a 1980 adjusted value of over $30.5 million. 

Its service sector is large, with over 67 jwrcent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This i^rcentage 
Is slightlv smaller than the average for upstate rural counties, 
and is d easing slowly. 

About 26 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had 
some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly 
lower than the average for comparable upstate rural counties. 

Yates County's unemplcyawnt rate in 1980 was 8 percent, 
average for other upstate counties. The county had a slightly 
above-average poverty rate (15 percent), and a slightly above- 
average rate of marital disruption (22 percent). 
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COUNTY: VATES 
COUNTY TYPE: 5 

TABLE TITLE 

OEMCGRAPHY 
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POPUU)TXON DATA BY AGE/SEX 
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N Y S County Type 6: Rural Counties 
Under LImfted Urban Influence 
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AIXBGAHT GOOnr 



Located In the «iddle of upstate New York's Southern Tier 
and on the Southern Tier Bxpresaiiay, Allegany County 1« one of 
the seven nost rural counties In the state. Its population of 
just over 50,000 people Is heavily rural, iflth 79.3 percent liv- 
ing m places of tiienty-flve hundred people or less. Less than 
one-fifth (17.6 percent) of Its work force coMutc outside the 
county for employnent. 

Hellsvllle Is Its largest city, irlth a 1980 population of 
nearly 5,800 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Allegany County gained 4,300 people, 
including a net of nearly 4,000 adults between twenty~one and 
8l«ty-flve years of age, and gained 3,100 households. Moreover,* 
between 1970 and 1980 the number of Jobs held by Its people grew 
by 2,800. 

The manufacturing economic base Is comparatively large, and 
stable, with 26 percent of the 1980 work force In manufacturing. 
In 1980, Allegany County had only 5 plants which ^ployed a hun- 
dred or more persons, and 12 plants which employed twenty or more 
persons. Its agricultural base Is lower than average In total 
products sold, and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value 
of over $30 million. 

Its service sector la large, with over 68 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged in service Industries. This percentage, 
however. Is somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate 
rural counties, even If it is growing slowly. 

The county has several colleges within its borders; 30 per- 
cent of residents over twenty-five years of age had some college 
background in 1980. This percentage is higher than the average 
for comparable upstate rural counties. 

Allegany County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 9.5 percent, 
about the average of other compsrable upstate counties. The 
county had a comparatively high poverty rate (16 percent) but a 
comparatively low rate of marital disruption (19 percent). 
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county: ALLEGANY 
COUNTY TYPE: 6 

TABLE TITLE 
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POPULATION DATA BV AGE/SEX 
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Located Just north of Brooae County and Blnghamton, Chenango 
County is snaller than the average-sized upstate rural county. 
Its population of nearly 50,000 people is heavily rural, irtth 
83*6 percent living in places of less than tsenty-five hundred 
people. Less than one-fifth (17.8 percent) of its work force 
cotaoiute outside the county for eaploywent . 

Norvich is its largest city, with a 1:30 population of Just 
over 8,0(K> people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Chenango County gained about 3,000 
people, including a net of nearly 3,500 adults between twenty-one 
and sixty-five years of age, and gained 3,000 households. More- 
over, between 1970 and 1980 the number of Jobs held by its people 
grew by about 3,1(K>. 

The oanufacturing economic base is comparatively large and 
stable, with 34 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. 

In 1980, Chenango County had 15 plants which employed a hundred 

or more persons, and 27 plants which employed twenty or more 

persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in total 

products sold, though declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted 

value of over $55.3 million. 

Its service sector is large, with 59 percent of the 1980 
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is 
somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate rural coun- 
ties, but It Is growing slowly. 

T^nty-five percent of people over twenty-five years of age 
had some college background in 1980. This percentage Is about 
average for other comparable upstate rural counties. 

Chenango County's unemployment rate In 1980 was 7,2 percent, 
below the average of other upstate counties. The county had an 
average poverty rate (U percent), and an average rate of taarltal 
disruption (21 percent). 
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county: CHENANGO 
CCUNTY TYPE I 6 

TABtE TI TLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 654^ 

7 « NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 



8 


N 


EMPLOYED 


9 


% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 
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% 


FEMALES WORKING 
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SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAN. INCOME 

27 AOJ MED. FAN. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FANS. IN POVERTY 

31 Z FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 Z HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 IW=ANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 Z DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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A Catskill Mountain county on the eautern border of upstate 
New York's Sootlwm Tl^r, and located oa the Sottthem Tier Eur- 
pressway, Delaware County Is about average In slxe aaong upstate 
rural counties. Its population of 46,800 people is heavily 
rural, with 75.3 percent living in places of less than twenty- 
five hundred people. Less than oi^sixth (14.9 percent) of its 
work force coBiuite outside the county for eaploynent. 

Sidney is its largest place, with a 1980 population of Just 
over 4,860 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Delaware County gained 2,100 people. 
Including a net of 2,400 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained 2,500 households. Moreover, between 
1970 and 1980 the nuaber of Jobs held by its people grew by 
2,000. 

The aanufacturing econoaic base is of average sixe and 
increasing slightly, with 27 percent of the 1980 work force in 
■anufacturing. In 1980, Delaware County had 10 plants which 
ewployed a hundred or wore persons, and 22 plants i^ch oaployed 
twenty or wore persons. Its agricultural base is larger than 
average in total products sold, even if dedinii^, with a 1980 
adjusted value of over $62.5 willion. 

Its service sector is large, with 64 percent of the 1980 
work force engaged in service industries. This percent^e la 
soisewhat saaller than the average for other upstate rural coun- 
ties, but it is declining slowly. 

About 27 percent of residents over twenty-five ^ars of age 
had sowe college background in 1980. This percentage is near the 
average for other ccmparable upstate rural coimties. 

Delaware County's unenploynent rate In 1980 was 7.6 percent, 
slightly below the average aaoog other upstate counties. The 
county had a conparatively high poverty rate (16 percent), and an 
average rate of narltal disruption (21 percent). 
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county; DELAWARE 
COUNTY TYPE* 6 

TABLE TITLE 

OENGGRAPHV 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 654^ 

7 % NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 
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EMPLOYED 
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% 


EMPLOYED 21-65 
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FEMALES WORKING 


11 


% 


TERTIARY I NO. 
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ACRES HARVESTED 
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ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG* 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MEO. FAM. INCOME 

27 AO J MEO. FAM. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FANS. IN POVERTY 

31 t FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUNBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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Located In the heart of the Adirondacks oo Lake Chaaplaln 
and along the Interstate 87 Mortteway in upstate New York, Essex 
County Is snaller than the averags-slxed upstate rural county. 
Its population of 36,100 people is heavily rural, with 87.8 per- 
cent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred people. 
Less than one*-sixth (14.7 percent) of its work force cofsmte 
outside th^ county for eaployaent* 

Ticonderoga is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 
2,930 people. 

Between 1970 and 1^ Essex County gained 1,500 people, 
including a net of 2,300 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained 2,200 households. Moreover, between 
1970 and 1980 the nu^r of Jobs held by its people grew by 
1,000. 

^The Manufacturing ecoiUMaic base Is coaparatively s«ill, 
though increasing slightly, with only 17 percent of the 1980 work 
force in nanufacturing. In 1980, Essex County had 3 plants which 
employed a hundred or sore persons, and 9 plants which mployed 
twenty or oore persons. Its agricultural base is very aoall and 
well below average in total products sold, although increasing 
slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of $9.3 million. 

Its service sector is large, with 78 percent of the 1980 

work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is 

soaewhat larger than the average for ott^r upstate rural coun- 
ties, and is growing very slowly* 

About 29 percent of people over twenty^ five years of age had 
soae college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly 
higher than the average for cosparable upstate rural counties. 

Essex County's unemployaent rate in 1980 was very high (IS 
percent), well above the average of other upstate counties. But 
the county's poverty rate (15 percent) and rate of marital dis- 
ruption (22 percent) were only slightly abov« average. 
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county; ESSEX 
COUNTY TYPE: 6 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65^ 

7 I NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 
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RETAILf WHOLES. 
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% 


PUBL. AONIN. 


14 
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15 
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22 
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25 


ADJ. NKT. VAL. AG. 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED. FAN. INCOME 

27 AOJ MED. FAN. INC. 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 

29 t UNEMPLOYED 

30 % FANS. IN POVERTY 

31 % FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL MELL-BEING 

32 % HSES M. PLUNBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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Located in the center of tbe three northenmoec ccMuitlee in 
upstate New York, betneen the 8t« Lasrrence Seanay and the Adiron- 
dack Noantains, Freaklln Couaty Is about average among upstate 
rural couiities* Its popular ion of nearly 45*000 people Is large- 
ly rural » with 63.8 percent living in places of less than twenty- 
five handrad p<K»ple« Less than one-sixth (14.9 percent) of Its 
work force c om ut e outside the county for eaployaent • 

Malone is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 7,660 
people* 

Between 1970 and 1980 Franklin County gained 1,000 people , 
Including a net of 1,W0 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained 2,200 households* Moreover , between 
1970 and 1980 the nu^r of Jobs held by its people grew by 
2,300. 

The manufacturing economic base is conparatively saall and 
declining slightly, with only 17 percent of ihe 1980 work force 
in manufacturing. In 1980, Franklin County had 4 plants which 
enployed a hundred o.* note pers<ms, and 14 plants which esployed 
twenty or snre personis. its agricudtural base is slightly snall- 
er than average io total products sold, even if increasing 
slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of $36.1 sO-llion. 

Its service sector is large, with 77 percent of the 1980 

work force engaged in service induaitries. This percentage is 

s<Miewhat higher than the average for other upstate rural coun- 
ties, and is growing slowly. 

About 25 percent of residents over twenty-five yeara of age 
had sooe college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly 
lower than the average for coaparable upstate rural counties. 

Franklin County's uneaplojnsent rate in 1980 was a relatively 
high 12 percent, well above the average of other upstate coun- 
ties. The county had a coaparatively high poverty rate (18 per- 
cent), ai^ a slightly above-average rate of aarital disruption 
(22.7 percent). 
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COUNTYs FRANKLIN 
COUNTY TYRES 6 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-69 AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65* 

7 I NONMHITE 

INDUSTRY 
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N 


EMPLOYED 
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EMPLOYED 21-65 
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23 


N 


FARMS 


24 


ACRES HARVESTED 


25 


ADJ. NKT. VAL* AG* 



SOCIOECONOMIC 

26 MED* FAN. IM:0ME 

27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 

28 X SOME COLLEGE 

29 X UNEMPLOYED 

30 « FANS. IN POVERTY 

31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL HELL-BEING 

32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 
3^ X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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Located in the heart of the Tu« Hill area between Utlca-R<me 
and Uatertown in upstate New York, Lewis Cotmty is ntich saaller 
than, the average rural county. Its population of 25,0(K) people 
is heavily rural, with 86.6 percent living in places of less than 
twenty-five hundred people. Less than one-fifth (18.0 percent) 
of its work force cooBmte outside the cotmty for raployaent. 

Lowville is its larisest place* with a 1980 population of 
just over 3,360 people. 

Between 1970 and 1980 Lewis County gained 2,400 people. In- 
cluding a net of 2,000 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five 
years of age, and gained 1,400 households. Horeover, between 
1970 and 1980 the noaber of jobs held by its people grew by 
1,200. 

The aanufacturing economic base is about average although 
declining slightly, with 26 percent of the 1980 work force in 
■anufacturing. In 1980, Lewis County had 8 plants which eaployed 
a hundred or oore persons, and 12 plants which anployed twenty or 
■ore persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in 
total products sold, and increasing slightly, with a 1980 adjust- 
ed value of nearly $54 millioo. 

Over 57 percent of the 1980 work force was engaged in ser- 
vice industries. This percentage is soaewhat saaller than the 
average for other upstate rural canities, but is growing slowly. 

Only about 21 percent of residents over twenty-five years of 
age had soae college background in 1980. This percentage is 
lower than the average for coaparable upstate rural counties. 

Lewis County's unemployment rate in 1980, at 10.3 percent, 
was above the average of other upstate counties. The county had 
a sooewhat high poverty rate (15 percent), but a lower-than- 
average rate of marital disruption (17 percent). 
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COUNTY: LEWIS 
COUN'TY TYPE: 6 

TABLE TITLE 

DEMOGRAPHY 

1 POPULATION 

2 POP DENSITY 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 

4 21-6$ AGE GROUP 

5 PERCENT 21-65 

6 PERCENT 65^ 

7 % NONWHITE 

INDUSTRY 
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SOCIOECONOMIC 

?6 HEO. FAM. INCOME 

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 

28 % SOME COLL€GE 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 

30 « FAMS. IN POVERTY 

31 t FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 

PERSONAL WELL-BEING 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 
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BEST CS?'/ AVAttABLE 
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SULUVM 



Located In the l^rt of the Catsklll resort area an upstate 
New York's SoaCbem Tier Bxpressway, Sullivaa Co«mty is slightly 
larger than the average rural cotmty. Its popttlati<m of 65,100 
people Is heavily rural, with 83 .7 percent living in places of 
less than twenty-five tramlred people. Less than ooe-'seventh 
(14.2 percent) of its work force cosmte outside the county for 
eaploywent • 

Nimticello is its largest place, with a 1990 population of 
Just over 6,300 people. 

Between 1970 and 1990 Sullivan County gained about 12,600 
people (one of the largest net increases aaong rural counties). 
Including 8,300 adults betw^n twenty-mie and sixty-five years of 
age, and gained 6,1(M> housetolds* Horeover, between 1970 md 
1980 the ntnsber of Jobs held by Its people grew by 5,000. 

The canufacturing ecmiOBic base is very snail although 
increasing slightly, with only 9 percent of the 1980 work force 
in manufacturing. In 1980^, Sullivan County had only 1 plant 
which enployed a hundred or*«)re persons, and 9 plants which 
eaployed twenty or wore perstms. Its agricultural hose is about 
average in total products sold, alth<Migh declinii^, with a 1980 
adjusted valvtt of $44.8 million. 

Its service sector is very large, with 88 percent of the 
1980 work force engaged In service industries. IRiis percentage 
is well above the average for other upstate rural counties, al- 
though declining slowly. 

About 26 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age 
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly 
lower than the average for confMirable upstate rural c^Hmties. 

Sullivmi County's uneaploymnt rate in 1980 was 9 percent, 
about average for other coaparable upstate counties. The county 
had a coaparatively high poverty rate (17 percent), and an above- 
average rate of narital disruption (24 percent). 
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COUNTYs SUttlVAN 
CCONTY TYPE: 6 

TABLE TITLE 1950 I960 1970 1900 

OENOGRAPHY ^ 

1 POPULATION 40f731 45f272 52f580 65fl55 

2 POP DENSITY 42 47 54 67 

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 12f347 14,112 16,865 23,021 

4 21-65 ACE GROUP 22,337 23,270 26,711 35,028 

5 PERCENT 21-65 54.8 51.4 50.8 53.8 

6 PERCENT 65* 11.3 13.0 13.1 15.1 

7 « NGNMHITE 1.8 4.4 7.3 9.5 

INDUSTRY 

8 N EMPLOYED 

9 % EMPLOYED 21-65 

10 % FEMALES HORKING 

11 S TERTIARY IND. 

12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 

13 % PUBL. AOMIN. 

14 % EDUCATION 

15 % HEALTH SERVICE 

16 % FINtINS,REAL EST. 

17 % NANAG.-PROFESS. 

18 % SECONDARY IND. 

19 N MFG.f 20^ EMPLS. 

20 N MFG., 1004- EMPLS. 

21 % PRIMARY IND. 

22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 

23 N FARMS 

24 ACRES HARVESTED 

25 AOJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 

SOCIOECONOMIC „ 

26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,622 5,198 8,893 15,925 

27 AOJ MED. FAM. INC. 9,046 14,658 20,009 18fl55 

28 % SOME COLLEGE 10.4 10.4 18.7 26.3 

29 % UNEMPLOYED 4.7 7.7 5.0 9.0 

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 35.5 21.9 16.7 17.0 

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 13.3 12.9 16.0 14.2 

PERSONAL HELL-BEING . 

32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 64.9 75.7 96.3 97.1 

33 INFANT MORTALITY 31.3 29.9 22.0 15.5 

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 14.7 15.5 11.4 9.2 

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 2.5 0.0 11.4 1.5 

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 12.7 16.4 22.5 23.9 
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U#S« ^reau of the Census* U.S. Census of Pofmlatlon (1950, 
1960, 1970); Susswry Tape File (S.T^FO #3, 1980; Vol* I - 
Nuirtier of Inhabitants; Vol* II - General Population Charac- 
teristics* U*S* Govenment Prlntlf^ Office, Washington, 
D*C* 

ITEMS: Fig* 1 Population Sise 



2 Population Density (Persons per Square Mile) 

3 Nuaber of Occupied Bmisiog Units 

4 Nw^r of Persons Aged 21-25 Tears 

5 Potential Adult Labor Force 

6 Percent Population 65 Tears and Older 

7 Percent Population Nonvhite 

8 Nuaber Population Age 14*^and*-0ver , and Esi- 
ployed 

9 Percent Potential Labor Force Employed 

10 Percent F^sales in Workplace 

11 Percent Eaployed in Tertiary Industry 

12 Percent Employed in Retail/ffholesale Trade 

13 Percent Public Adninistration Employees 

14 Percent Eaployed in Educatirn 

15 Percent Eaployed in Health Services 

16 Percent Eaployed in Finance, Insurance, Real 
Estate 

17 Percent Managerial or Professional Occupa- 
tion 

18 Percent Eaployed In Secondary Industries 
21 Percent Eaployed in Priaary Industries 

26 Unadjusted Median Faally Inccme 

27 Adiusted Median Faally Income 

28 Pencent Population Aged 25 or More Who Have 



29 Percent Un»ployed 

30 Percent Faallles In Poverty 

31 Percent Foillles In Affluence 

32 Percent Sound Di#elllngs 

36 Percent Disrupted Marriages 
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U.S. Bureau of the Census. County and. City Data Book (1952, 
1956, 1962, 1972). U.S. Goyemoent Printing Office, Washington, 
D.C. 



ITEMS: Fig. 2 Population Density (Area Figures) 
3 Hunter of Occupied Housing Units 

19 Ifuaiber of Manufacturing Units Employing 20 
or More Fisrsons 

20 Number of Manufacturing Units Eaploying 100 
or More Bersons 

26 Unadjusted Median Faaily Incose 

27 Adjusted Median Faoaily Income 

32 Percent Dwellings with Indoor Plunbing 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. Census of Agriculture (1950, 1959, 
1969, 1978). U.S. Goyemnent Printing Office, Washington, 
D.C. 



ITEMS: Fig. 22 Percent Land in Agriculture 

23 Total Nuober of Farms 

24 Total Acres Hanrested 

25 Total Market Value of Agricultural Products 
Sold 



Bureau of the Census. Census of Manufacturing (1972, 1977). 
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 

ITEMS: Fig. 19 Number of Manufacturing Units Employing 20 

or More Persons 
20 Number of Mwiufacturing Units Employing 100 
or More Persons 

U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Vital Statis- 
tics of the U.S. U.S. Goverimient Printing Of Hob, Waahingr 
ton, D.C. 

ITEMS: Fig. 33 Infant Mortality Rate (1950-1970) 

34 Suicides Per 1(K),(X>0 Po|Milation 

35 Homicides Per 100,000 Population 

N.Y.S. Department of Health. Vital Statistics of New York . 
State Center for Health Statistics, Albany, N.Y. 

ITEMS: Fig. 33 Infant Mortality Rate as a 

Percentage of Live Births (1979-1981) 

N.Y.S. Department of Health, State Center for Health Statistics, 
Albany, N..Y. Data provided for: 

ITEMS: Fig. 34 Suicides Per 100,000 Population (1980) 
35 Homicides Per 100,000 Population (1980) 
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Tables 4-6. Age-Sex DistrlbuCioas and Population PjrraoldB 

Source: Mav York State Departmnt of Commerce , 
Bureau of the Census — New York 

Prepared by: Economic Developaent and Technical 
Assistance Center, State University College, 
Plattsburgh, Hew York 12901 

Figures 22-25, There were several changes In the definition of a 

fara between 1950 and 1980, so coaparlsons over 
tloe should be viewed cautiously* In 1950* the 
definition of a fara Included units where the 
valiMt of agricultural products* for ho«e use or 
sale, exceeded $150, Between 1959 and 1974, a 
fans was considered to be any place with less 
than ten acres froa which $250 or aore of agri- 
cultural products were sold (note: hmae use did 
not count) or any place of ten acres or aore 
where $50 or aore of agricultural products were 
sold during the census year. In 1978, the defi- 
nition was any place froa which $1,000 or aore of 
agricultural products were or normally would have 
been sold during the census year. In our calcu- 
lations, no changes were aade In the tables to 
reflect these differences In definitions. 

For Figure 22, tl^ following Index, based on 
prices paid to farmers for all agricultural prod- 
ucts across tte United States, was used to con- 
vert the value to 1980 dollars: 

1949 3,85; 1959 3,22; 1969 2.63; 1979 1,28; 1980 
1.0 

Figure 27. The following adjustsent factors were used to 

~ calculate the Adjusted Median Faaily Incoae in 
1980 dollars: 

1949 3,45; 1959 2.82; 1969 2,25; 1979 1.14; 1980 
1.00 

These are based on the Consular Price Index and 
the purchasing power of the dollar in those 
years • 



